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A STRATEGY FOR COPING WITH HIGH SCHOOL AND COLLEGE
REMEDIAL ENGLISH PROBLEMS

PART I

INTRODUCTION

This study grew out of two earlier research projects completed by.

Professor Richard M. Bossone while serving at Baruch College as Director

of Remedial English: Reading Study-Skills Problcms-of Students in the

Community Colleges of City University of New York (1474) 'and Three MOdes

of Teaching Remedial English (1973), both of which made clear that college

remedial English students have serious reading problems, know it, want help,

but rarely get it.

The latter study, Three Modes, co-directed with Professor. Mak Weiner,

tested three different approaches to the teaching of college remedial

English writing: (1) Computer-Assisted Instruction, (2) Programmed

Instruction, and (3) Sector Analsis, a form of descriptive grammar. Results

of this study indicated that those college students who needed only a

moderate amount of English remediation showed marked improvement in writing.

It was equally clear, however, that none of the three approaches studied

produced evidence of any significant progress in the students who needed

intensive English remediation. The investigators found that the major

obstacle to successful English remediation, in general, and to the achieve-

ment of college-level writing skills, in particular, was the students'

inability to read well.

The Problem

In Three Modei it was observed that reading difficulties severe1 ;.4

-limited the scope of student comprehension, extended the hours students

1 2



needed for study, and compounded their difficulties in learning how to write.

Several other research studies, such as Samuel Weingarten's English in

the Two-Year College, Bossone's Remedial English in California Junior

Colleges, and John E. Roueche's survey of research, Salvage, Redirection, or

Custody, revealed additional obstacles to successful remediation: (1) that

high school and college teachers, although equipped to teach prepared

students, generally have inadequate training in remediation; and (2) that

instructional resource services to support teachers' work in remediation

are.inadequate.

These problems are intensified by a paucity of objective information

about materials, techniques, and procedures for remedial English instruction

and testing. Present methods and tests in remedial programs have been

developed usually through trial and error and are mainly based on vague

hopes that these approaches may work. In particular, college remedial

English instruction, as it is now practiced, tends to concentrate on writing;

rarely is reading instruction required as a basis for the written work.

This means college curriculum specialists tend to ignore research findings

that a high correlation exists between students' reading and writing abilities

and that students themselves want reading instruction to be part of a writing

course.

If learning in open-door colleges is to become more effective, new

programs and resource services need to be developed, tested, and continually

improved. Nationwide, teacher training programs for college teachers of

remedial English appear to be infrequent. Most universities approach

remedial teaching as a minor task to be assigned to graduate assistants and

other junior members of the faculty who have little understanding of the

2
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work. In secondary schools, where the need to teach basic English skills

is recognized as a major goal and is generally taught by regular teachers,

instructional techniques.and materials also appear to be inadequate, for

studies show that the success rate in high school English is lowest with

students who need remediation most.

At The City University of New York -(CUNY)'-e-there-are numerous remedial

programs; but there is no.a7ntral facility to ensure that adequate instruc-

tionaLresources will be offered to teachers of,unprepared freshmen at its
...

various college Units. Considering their diversity'in content, approach,0

class size, and standards, the remedial courses offered at the'separate

colleges do not guarantee students or the public that University-wide

remedial instruction is equal or effective. A large number of open admis-

sions students in The City University, despite their attendance in remedial

English courses, fail to make satisfactory progress. What is needed, then,

is a strategy of action that will ensure success in reading and writing

skills for unprepared students, both at the high school and college freshman

level.

In the future, increased teaching expertise, adequate staffing, and

availability of resource materials may resolve students' learning problems.

But first, .systematic investigations must be made. The present study is

one such effort. It is based on findings by Weingarten, Bossone, and Roueche,

cited above, and postulates that reading skill is essential to writing skill.

For this study, a program was designed to facilitate instruction in basic

English skills. This program integrated reading (analysis).and writing

(synthesis) in sequential lessons. In addition, a strategy was developed

to train high school teachers and college interns to use the program design.

3
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Fifteen teacher-seminars, including demonstration lessons, were provided.

for all instructors who used the program design in their English classes.

General Purpose and Objectives

The general purpose of this project was to study the effect on students'

writing of restructured remedial English courses which correlate reading

instruction with writing instruction. The specific.objectives consistent

, with this purpose were:

1. To analyze and develop testing materials and other instruments

in order to obtain an accurate profile of students' competencies

and probrems so that proper instructiOn.could be planned.

2. To utilize appropriate teaching materials that,set forth

student'learning objectives, lessons,-and worksheets that ,

_specifically correlated reading instruction with writing

instruction.

3. To improve remedial English instruction by training teachers to

cope with reading and writing problems as well as some English

as a Second Language problems.

4. To evaluate the progress of students in experimental groups

(i.e., those who used the special curriculum materials and who

were taught by specially trained teachers) with the progress

of students in control groups (i.e., those who used a variety

of materials and who were taught by teachers with no special

training).

5. To bring about constructive articulation between the New York

City high schools and The City University of New York in preparing

open admissions students for college English.

4

1 5



To achieve these objectives, this study was conducted in three parts:

a planning phase of six months (February 1975 - August 1975); the first

implementafion phase (fall semester, 1975); and the. second implemeritation

phase (spring'Semester, 1976).

Despite careful planning in the first phase, the investigators were

bedeviled throughout the implementation phases of this study by public

events beYond their control. In accordance with Murphy's Law "whatever can

go wrong will go wrong," a great deal went wrong. The more significant

events which created problems for this 'study were:

1. In the fall,.1975, the New York City teachers' strike affected

the number of high school teachers who could participate in the experiment.

Then, Board of Education retrenchments reduced the number further.

2. After school reopened with fewer,teachers, numerous adjustments in

high school class enrollments affected the number of high school students

able to participate in the experiment.

3. The fiscal uncertainty of The City University resulted in faculty

and student demonstrations which in turn contributed to student abSenteeism

and dropouts.

4. The closing of The City University prior to completion of some

classes in the spring, 1976, affected the number of students available fbr

final testing purposes.

Although these severe problems reduced the.large Sample of faculty and

students planned, for in the implementation phases of this study, the saMple

size that remained.wai adequate for research purposes.

1 6
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PART II

PROCEDURE

.Pro4t Personnel

Personnel for.this project were the Project Director, a Curriculum

Spcialist in Writing, a Curriculum Specialist in Reading, a consultant in

English as a Second Language, two evaluators, a high school liaison person,

and research as.sistants.

The Project Director, Richard M. Bossone, Ph.D., is Professor of

English at the CUNY .Graduate.School. The Curriculum SpecialiSt in Writing,

Lynn Quitman Troyka, Ph.D., is Associate Professor of Basic Educational

Skills, Queensborough Community College, CUNY. The Curriculum Specialist in

Reading, Gertrude L. Downing, Ed.D., is Associate Professor of Education,
.

.Queens College,.CUNY. .r,11 three have had a minimum of 15 years experience

_.4eaohj.ng English and reading -at'both the high Sbhool and college levels.

In additionithey have had extensie exPerience in designing curriculum

'material's and in conducting in-service workshops at local, state, and

national levels. .They have served as educational consultants and have

'published widely: Dr. Bossone has published a text on English skill's, a

text on English instruction, numerous research reports, and many articles on

English education; Dr. Troyka has written several texts onbasic English

skills and has conducted research in-English education; Dr. Downing has

written articles on the teaching of reading.

The evaluators for this project were Max Weiner, Ph.D., Executive Officer

of the CUNY Ph.D. Program in Educational Psychology and Director of the CuNY

Center for Advanced Study in Education (CASE); and Anthony J. Polemeni, Ph.D.,

6
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Director of the Office of Educational Evaluation, New York City Board of

Education.

The consultant in English as a Second Language (ESL) was Robert C.

Lugton, Ed.D., Professor of English, Brooklyn College. The. New York City

'high school liaison and supervisor of the high school teachers in this

project was Norvin Smookler, Department Chairman of English at Tottenville

High School, Staten Island. The senior research assistants for this

project were Pamela Di Pesa, Ph.D., who has taught remedial English and

freshman composition at various colleges of the City University of New York,

and Angela Leotta, who has worked on other research projects in English.

In addition, there was a part-time research assistant: Irvin Schonfeld, a

doctoral student in Educational Psychology.

Instructional Personnel

Classroom teachers comprised the instructional personnel. .The experi-

mental group of teachers who volunteered for the project attended the weekly

seminars and used the project materials in their classrooms. In the experi-

-

mental group, there were 13 high school teachers and 10 college interns dn

the fall semester, 1975; there were 17 high school teachers and 10 college

1
interns in the spring semester, 1976. The control group consisted of

volunteer teachers who did not attend the weekly seminars and did not use

the project materials. In the control group there were 7 high school teachers

and 4 collegg4pachers in the fall; there were 10 high school teachers and

4 college teachets in the.spring.

One of the original aims of this project was to retrain a total of 44

high school teachers, 22 each semester, but unforeseen circumstances reduced

,,

7
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to 30 the number of high school teachers who were able to participate in the

training seminars. The New York City teachers' strike, teacher retrenchments,

and reassignments considerably limited the sample size. Therefore, fewer

teachers were retrained than had been anticipated.

To obtain information about the professional backgrounds and educational

opinions of the instructional personnel involved in the project, and to

learn whether or not there were any marked differences between the high

school and college teachers or between the experimental and control teachers,

all teachers were asked to complete a questionnaire. The 29 brief questions

concerned the teachers' professional training and experience, their views of

their students' academic problems, and their teaching methods. In many

cases the answers the teachers gave were based on previous teaching experi-

ence as well as on their experiences with their project classes. The
-

following sections describe teacher responses.

Sex of Teachers and Grade Level Tau ht

The high school experimental group in the fall comprised 6 male teachers

. and 7 female teachers.. This experimental group consisted of 12 eleventh-

grade classes and 1 twelfth-grade class. The high school control group in

the fall comprised 4 male teachers and 3 female teachers. The control group

consisted of 6 eleventh-grade.classes and 1 twelfth-grade class.

The high school experimental group in the spring comprised 2 male

teachers and 15 female teachers. This experimental group consisted of 14,

eleventh-grade classes and 3 twelfth-grade classes. The high school control
--

group in the spring comprised 6 male teachers and 4 female teachers. This

control group consisted of 10 eleventh-grade classes.

All college experimental classes were taught by college interns: the

8
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fall group comprised 4 males and 6 females, and the spring group comprised

3 males and 7 females. Each.intern taught one course in remedial English

for college freshmen under the.supervision of a cooperating profeseor.

The college control group in the fall comprised 1 male teacher and 3

female teachers. .The college control group in the spring comprised 4

female teachers. All college control group teachers taught freshman

remedial English courses.

Academic Degrees

A profile of the highest academic degree earned by each teacher in

this project is given in Table 1.

TABLE 1

...

Highest Academic Degree Earned

by Instructional Personnel

No. of Teachers No. of Teachers
Fall 1975 Spring 1976

B.A:/B.S. M.A./M.S. Ph.D./Ed.D. B.A./B.S. M.A./M.S. Ph.D./Ed.D.

-14±ghacheol _

Experimental 1 11 1

Control 0 7 0 2 8 0

College
Experimental 6 4 0

_

7 3 0

Control 0 3. 1 0 3

-

1

Teaching Experience

The teaching experience of the high school experimental group and control

group teachers is shown in Table 2. In the fall, the high school experimental

teachers' experience in teaching English ranged from 3 to 28 years, and the

9
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TABLE 2

High School Teachers' Total Years Teaching English

No. of Years No. of Teachers No. of Teachers
Fall 1975 Spring 1976

Exp. (n=13) Cont. (n=7) Exp. (n=17) Cont. (n=10)

3 2 0 0
-

0 0
' 1 2

6 0 1 1

7 0

.

1
.

1

8 2 1 2

1 2
0 1

10 0 0
6 0

11 1 0 0

12 3 0
1 0

13 .

0
1 1

16 0 1 0 0

18 0 0 0 1

20 1 0
1 0

21 0 0
1 0

22 0 0
1 6

25 1 0 0 0

27 0 0 0 1

2
,...

1 0 0 0

high school control teachers' experience ranged from 3 to 16 years. In the

spring, the high school experimental teachers' experience ranged from 4

10.
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to 22 years, and the high school control teachers' experience ranged from

4 to 27 years.

The high school teachers' total number of years at their present-school

ie shown in Table 3. In the fall, high school experimental group teachers-

TABLE 3

High School Teachers' Years at Present School

No. of Years No. of Teachers No. of Teachers
Fall 1975

Exp. (1=17)
1976

Exp. (m=13) Cont. (n=7) Cont. (n=10)

2 .0 1

3
..1- 0 1 1

4 2 0 3

5 0 2 1

6 1 0 1 1

7 i 1 1 1

8 2 1 2 . 2

9 0 0 3

10 1 0 1

12 0 0 2 0
_ .

13 1 1 0 0

_15 0 0 1 0

16 0 0 0 1

18 1 0 0 0

19 1 0 1 0

21 1 0 0 0

23 0 0 0 1

11
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had from 2 to 21 years experience in their present schools', and the high

sdhool control group teachers had from 2 to 13 years experience at their

present schools. Also, in the spring, the high school experimental group

teachers hid from-3 to 19 years experience at their present schools, and

the high school control group teachers had from 2 to 23 years experience at

their present schools.

In the college experimental group, all teachers were interns. Therefore,

all had had limited or no experience in teaching English. In the fall, 7

of the 10 college interns had had no previous experience in teaching English.

In the spring, all 10 college interns had had no previous experience teaching

English.

The teaching experience of the college control teachers is shown in

Table 4. In the fall, total years of experience among college control

TABLE 4

College Control Teachers'
Total Years Teaching English

No. of Years No. of Teachers No. of Teachers
Fall 1975 Spring 1976

Control* (n=4) Control* (n=4)

._
5 1

6 1 1

8 1

9 1 0

12 0 1

18 0 1

*The college experimental teachd4 were college
interns who had limited previous experience
teaching English, and, therefore, they were not
included in this table.
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teachers ranged from 5 to 9 years. In the spring, the experience ranged

from 6 to 18 years.

The college control teachers' years of experience at their present

'colleges are reported in Table 5. In the fall, the college control teachert

had from 2 to 5 years experience at their present colleges. In the spring,

the college control teachers had from 2 to 8 yearg eXperience at their

present colleges.

TABLE 5

College Controi Teachers'
Years at Present College

No. of Years No. of Teachers No. of Teachers
Fall 1975 Spring 1976

Control* (1=4) Control* (a=4)

2 2 1

4 1 0

5 1 1

6 0 1

8 0 '1

------*the college experimental teachers were college
interns, who had no year6 at their present
colleges, and,.therefore, they were not
included in this table.

Courses Taught and Course Preferences

In both semesters, the high school experimental and the high school

control teachers indicated that they taught the full range of English

courses--i.e., literature, composition, reading, creative writing, and

various electives. In addition, in both semesters one-fourth of the high

school experimental teachers taught courses in at least one of the following

areas: journalism, film, media, humanities, speech, or psychology. On the

13
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other hand, in bOth semesters the doctoral interns and the college control

teachers taught only freshman remedial English.

When asked what courses they preferred to teach, the majority of the

high school experimental and high school control teachers in the fall

indicated that they preferred to teach literature and creative writing. In

the spring, the two new groups of high school teachers expressed a preference

for teaching literature and composition. In both semesters, the majority of

the doctoral interns indicated that they preferred to teach literature, while

the college control teachers reported that they preferred to teach litera-

ture and composition courses.

Frequency of Conferences with Students

In both the fall and the spring, a majority of the high school experi-

mental and high school control teachers, and all of the college experimental

and college control teachers indicated that they held conferences with their

students outside of regular class hours. Seldom, however, was there a fixed

time set aside for such conferences and seldom was there a fixed number of
,

_

conferences or a specific amount of time allotted to each student,

Teaching Methods Employed,

All teachers of both experimental and control groups were asked to

indicate, on a check list, the teaching methods they employed in their class-

rooms. In providing this information, the teachers responded by reporting

if they used each given teaching method "very often," "often," "sometimes,"

"rarelyi" or "never." Tables 6 and 7 show the teachers' responses to the

teaching methods listed. As can be seen, all'teachers used "discussion" most

frequently in their classrooms.

2 5
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Summary of Instructional Personnel Data

The data just reported on instructional personnel reveal that with

only slight variations, the high school experimental and control group

teachers were closely matched. In all groups, the ratio of female to male

teachers was approximately the same; in the high school groups, there were

more eleventh,- than twelfth-grade classes; and in the colleges, all classes

were in freshman remedial English. Teacher training and teaching experience

backgrounds of the high school teacher groups were similar. Because interns

taught all the coiiege experimental classes, they had less training and

experience than the college control teachers; however, to compensate for

their .lack of experience the interns were given a highly structured program

of instruction to follow. The interns and control group teachers were very

similar in their course and teaching method preferences and in handling

student conferences.

Student Population Tested

In the,fall, 1,012 students were enrolled in the classes used.in this

study. In the spring, 1,054 students were enrolled. In this study, the

amount of post-instrument data available was affected by attrition because

the research design called for using data only from students who hat: com-

pleted both the pre- and post-form of an instrument. Table 8 reports the

number of students in the fall in each subgroup.(high school experimental

and control, college experimental and control) who took each post-instrument.

Table 9 gives these data for the spring.

The student attrition rate in this project is explained in part by two

factors which operate in any semester-long project that calls for post-

testing on a number of different days: many eleventh- and twelfth-grade as
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well as college students drop out of school during a semester, and absenteeism

on the day of a test is very common. Other factors, such as the teachers'

strike, discussed in Part I, contributed equally to the attrition rate.

participating Institutions

The New York City high schools that participated in this project

, were: Aviation, Bryant, Christopher Columbus, Curtis, Haaren, John Jay,

Newtown, South Shore, Tottenville, Washington'Irving, F. D. Roosevelt,

Sheepshead Bay, Andrew Jackson, DeWitt Clinton, Springfield Gardens, Bayside,

John Adams, and Richmond Hill.

The colleges of the City University of New York that participated in

this study were: Baruch, Brooklyn, Hunter, John Jay, and Queensborough.

Teaching Conditions and Student Characteristics as Described by
Instructional Personnel

To identify teaching conditions that affected the teachers in this

study, the high school and college experimental teachers were asked to write

statements about such matters as classroom space, supplies, scheduling, and

student characteriátics. These written statements were confirmed by on-site

observations by supervisors of both experimental and control classrooms.

The teachers' descriptions of teaching conditions are presented in Part IV

of this report; the teachers' descriptions of students are presented in

Part III of this report.

Seminar-Workshop Goals

All high school and college experimental teachers were required.to

attend a weeklY seminar-workshop aimed at increasing their abilities_to

understand more fully the correlation between reading and writing skills

and to deal with a variety of'learning problems.

3 1
20



At each session, a seminar was held during the first hour-and-a-half

period. At this time, the instructional "personnel were oriented to the

goals of the curriculum and were presented with instructional materials

entitled Teacher Activity Packets (TAPs).

Immediately following each seminar, a one-hour workshop was held to

discuss further implementation of the materials, instructional techniques,

procedures for grading student papers, and other related matters. In addi-

tion, some time was devoted to examination of available resource materials.

MaterialS Utilized

Teacher Activity Packets (TAPs)

As prescribed by the Project Director, 13 TAPs were utilized to provide

the teachers of the experimental groups with methods and materials. Because

of teacher suggestions about time constraints in the high schools, the TAPs

were condensed into 10 packets for the spring semester. The reading and

writing objectives were correlated so that the reading skills lesson served

as a basis for the writing lesson and the writing skills reinforced the

reading skills taught.

Each lesson contained "Teacher Planning Sheets," which included sugges-

tions for ways of motivating the students and provided follow-up assignments

for the skills being taught, and "Student Worksheets," which supplied struc-

tured materials and exercises.

An ESL addendum provided a commentary on the parts of the reading and

writing lessons that might present problems for ESL students'. Appended to

each TAP were references to other teaching resources, such as sourcebooks

where teachers could find additional multi-level exercises in the reading

and writing skills being taught in the TAP. Teachers, thus, could provide

21
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individualized assignments for students needing extra practice.

The general goals of the curriculum were to toacih students to read

and understand expository writing of the type they encounter in high

school and college and to teach students to write short expository essays

of a similar type. These general curriculum goals were further refined

into specific objectives for student performance-in reading and writing:.,-

-In reading, the students were expected to identify the topic sentence

and supporting details of a brief expository paragraph, to identify the

subject and predicate of various types of sentences, and to follow the

developmental pattern of an-expository essay by recognizing major and minor

ideas and their relationships.

In writing, the students were expected to write, without gross errors,

a four-paragraph expository essay containing an introductory paragraph with

a clear thesis statement, two body paragraphs with clear topic sentences

and appropriate supporting-detail sentences, and a concluding paragraph.

Student Questionnaires--

.To obtain a complete profile of the students who participated in this

project, pre- and post-questionnaires were administered to the students

during both semesters.

The Pre-Questionnaire, administered at the beginning of the semester,

consisted of 57 short questions designed to provide self-reported infor-.

mation about the students in both the experimental and control groups.

Questionnaire items covered five categories: (1) social and educational

background; (2) educational and career goals; (3) reading: attitudes and

interests; (4) writing: attitudes and interestsi and (5) problems in

reading and writing.

3 3
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The Post-Questionnaire, a modified, shortened version of the pre-

questionnaire, was administered at the end of each term to make possible

comparisons with pre-questionnaire responses. The post-questionnaire items

were similar to those on the pre-questionnaire, except that they were

slightly modified so that comparative data-could be derived.

Writing Apprehension Instrument

Several studies have shown that many people experience anxiety when

required to write in either a classroom or a job situation. When confronted

with a writing situation, these individuals tend to postpone or avoid the

writing act; when students cannot aNioid writing, they feel under so much

pressure that their perforMance is almost always impaired. Consequently,

theSe students develop apprehension about writing.

This negative internal state can deeply affect students who are being

given instruction in writing. An important aspect of this study, :therefore,

was to obtain crucial information abOut the learning process by assuming

and then examining student apprehension about writing. In so doing, atten-

tion was focused on the affective as well as cognitive aspects of student

writing development.

To measure the degree to which the experimental and control group

students in the project felt apprehensive about writing at the beginning of

the semester, and to determine whether the level of apprehension diminished

after a semester of instruction, a writing apprehension instrument was admin-

istered. This instrument, developed by Daly and Miller,* consists Of 26

*For-a discussion of the_development and testing of this instrument, see-
John A:Daly and Michael D. Miller. "The Empirical Development of an
Instrument to Measure Writing Apprehension," in Research in the Teaching of
EngliSh, Winter, 1975, 9, 242-249. Permission for use was obtained from
its.developers by Dr. Anthony Polemeni, Director, Office of Educational
Evaluation, New y.ork City Board of Education.
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statements about writing. Students were asked to indicate the degree to

which each statement applied to them by circling one of the. five responses,

ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagiee." A sample of the

instrument is shown in Appendix B:

Teachers' Self-Reports

As an ongoing monitoring of teacher utilization of the TAP materials,

all experimental group teachers were asked to fill in a weekly self-report

based on the previous week's materials. Each self-report form listed each of

the separate reading and writing goals of the lessons, The teachers

were asked to indicate what percentage of the time available was spent on

each objective. To facilitate estimation of percentages, the self-report

form was divided into the following categories: no time spent; from 1% to

29% time spent; from 30%. to 59% time spent; and from 60% to 100% time spent.

Class Observation Reports

In order to determine the extent to which the project materials were

being utilized in the experimental-clases-T-and to elittfy-probTems-that

might arise in the presentation of these materials, observers visited each

experimental class a number of times. The observers reported to the

curriculum specialists the successes and difficulties teachers had in using

the project materials.

Student Essay Profile

To maintain a record of the writing skills progress made by individual

students in the experimental group, teachers were asked to keep a "Student

Essay Profile" sheet for each student. This sheet constituted a record of

the teacher's evaluation of. the student's performance on four essays written

during the semester. These essays, in addition to including the project

24
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pre_and post essays, were part of the instructional TAP materials and

were assigned at spaced intervals'throughout the semester. For each of the

four essays, teachers checked off on the profile sheet whether or not the

essay revealed that the student had difficulty with such factors as ideas,

organization, sentence structure, wording, punctuation, mechanics, spelling,

and gross errors. Further, to guide the teachers in their assessment of

student papers, a "General Criteria for Exialuating Student Writing Samples"

chart was distributed and explained. (See Appendix B.)

Curriculum-Based Tests

For use.in the fall semester, 1975, curriculum-based multiple-choice

tests in both reading and writing were written to correspond to the curriculum

objectives of this study. These curriculum-based tests primarily served to

yield-a skills profile of the target student population, thereby revealing

the suitability of the curriculum objectives and materials in this study..

The items for the Reading Test were written by the project Curriculum

Specialist in Reading; items for the English Error Recognition Test were

written by the project Curriculum Specialist in Writing. Then, under the

auspices of the Office of Educational Evaluation of the New York City Board

of Education, the curriculum-baSed tests were given extensive pilot testing.

The first pilot tests were administered to eleventh- and twelfth-graders

at the end of the spring semester, 1975, Prior to the implementation. phases

of this study. As a result of the data obtained, refined pilot tests were

developed. These revised pilot tests were administered to sub-groups of

1,053 seniors who were attending summer high school English classes in 1975

in order to meet graduation requirements. All data from the pilot tests

were analyzed and used for selecting final form items.

25

3 6



The final form of the curriculum-based test in reading used in this

study consisted of 25 items. The sequence of question .s. followed each

reading passage and called for determining main idea, thought pattern,

word context, and inference. Correct answers were distributed at random

among response positions. Based on item statistics, it was determined

that Irom 32% to-92% of the pilot populatithigot a correct score on the

items'selected for the final form. Also, the correlations between scores on

a single item and total test scores ranged from .19 to .54.

The final form of the English Error Recognition Test used for this study

consisted of 45 items. The items called for recognition of five gross

errors in grammar: lack of agreement between subject and verb, sentence

fragments, run-on sentences, incorrect case of pxonounsand_incorrect_

principal parts of verbs. Correct answers were distributed equally among

response positions. Based on item statistics, it was determined that from

45% to 90% of the pilot population earned a correct score on the items selected

for the final form. Also, the discrimination index ranged from .34 to .62.

Standardized Tests

In the spring semester, 1976, standardized tests were used in place of

the curriculum-based tests discussed above. This was done for two reasons:

first, because the curriculum-based tests had served the purpose in the fall

semester of revealing the suitability of curriculum materials for the target

student population, it was no longer necessary to readminister them; second,

becaUse the investigators wanted to ascertain how the students in this

study compared to other students in the country, it was decided in the spring

semester to administer standardized pre- and posttests.

3 7
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To test reading skills, Tests 1 and 2 of the Iowa Silent Reading Test,

Level 2, Form E were used. To test English skills, Test 2 of the Stanf8rd

Test of Academic Skills, Level II, Form A was used. Reliability and validity,

as reported in the manual for eachtest, viere considered to be acceptable for

the grade levels used in this study.

Level 2 of the Iowa Silent Reading Test is intended for use in grades

9 through 14, with norms differentiated according to post-high school plans.

Test 1 is a 15-minute vocabulary test, consistirig of 50 items that survey

the depth, breadth, and precision of the student's general reading vocabulary.

The student is asked to select from four options the nearest synonym of the

stimulus word. Test 2 of the Iowa Silent Reading Test is a reading compre-

ension test in-two parts, totaling 50 items. The test measures the student's

ability to comprehend literal detail, to reason in reading, and to evaluate

what has been read. The first part of Test 2 is a 26-minute test, consisting

of 38 items that require the student to answer questiOns based on six short

passages. The second part of Test 2 is a 13-minute test, consisting of 12

items that test short-term recall of a longer passage which the student is

not allowed to review. Both parts of Test 2 include selections by established

authors, chosen on the basis of quality and variety.

Level II of the Stanford Test of Academic Skills is designed for use

with eleventh- and twelfth-graders and with community college freshmen.

Test 2, the English test, is a 40-minute test intended to measure the

student's knowledge and effective use of the English language. The test has

five parts: (1) Part A deals with skills such as dictionary use, reference
_

_.urces,.and the nature end structure of language;. (2) Part B asks the student

to determine for each underlined passage in a short narrative whether there

27

3 8



is an error in capitalization, grammar, punctuation, or no error;

(3) Part C is a test of spelling errors based primarily on phonics and word-

building skills; (4) Part D is a test of English expression that presents

items containing four compound or complex sentences from which the student

selocts the one which best expresses the idea; and (5) Part E presents a

series of four-sentence paragraphs in which sentences given out of logical

order are to be properly reordered by the student.

Essay Test

To test aspects of the writing act not directly measured by multiple-

choice items, an essay test was developed to correspond to the curriculum

objectives of this study. Additionally, this test was designecl._tofocus on

the major underlying curriculum principle of this study: that careful

reading and clear writing are inextricably related. The essay test required

students first to read a short expository, selection about typical communi-

cation problems and then to write a four-paragraph expository essay in which

they explained and reacted to the ideas in the selection.

3 9
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PART III

STUDENTS OF NEW YORK CITY pUBLIC HIGH SCHOOLS ANL'
THE CITY UNIVERSITY.OF NEW YORK

In order to develop information about students' backgrounds, goals,

reading and writing attitudes, interests, and problems, descriptive data

were collected from three sources: (1) a questionnaire administered to

teaChers of experimental and control group students in this project to

elicit opinions about student problems in reading, writing, speaking, and

listening; (2) descriptive statements about the students, prepared by

teachers of experimental classes; (3) pre-questionnaires administered to

all-studeritg-Ef-the beginning of each semester, to elicit information and

opinions about their personal backgrounds and educational experiences, and

post-questionnaires administered to students who completed the semester,

to elicit information that mdght indicate whether or not changes in student

attitudes and'interests had taken place.*

Additional, data were obtained from the Writing Apprehension Instrument,

essay tests, and objective tests administered to stUdents during this study;

analyses Of these data appear in Part IV of this report.

Students .as Described by. Teachers

High School

Difficulties in many areas of reading, writing, speaking, and listening

were reported on the questionnaires administered to teachers of experimental

and control groups in high school.

Major reading problems were identified as. "inadequate vocabulary" and

*For a description of the pre- and post-questionnaires, see "Materials
Utilized," Part II of this report.
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'"inability to understand mood or tone in literature" in,the fall and spring,

respectively. In writing, the major.problem identified both semesters was

"inability to organize." In speaking, "repetition of phrases and expressions"

and "impoverished vocabulary" were identified by teachers in both semesters

as the most important problems. In listenia, the "inability to select

important details" was selected by teachers as the major problem,of students

in both semesters. Table 10 indicates the frequency with which teachers

selected the specific student problems in each skills area. As Table 10

shows, teachers in both the experimental and control groups in both semesters

made similar selections of student problems. Also, in many cases, teachers

felt that numerous problems in the different areas'of skill equally affected

students' language achievement.

Low motivation caused severe learning problems, according to teachers

who prepared descriptive statements of students in high school experimental

groups. However, many teachers reported that motivation improved appreciably

as students achieved increasing success during the semester with the instruc-

tional materials.

On the whole, student absenteeism and lateness were considered severe

deterrents to sequential learning. In the spring, physical and emotional

problems of individual students were occasionally reported as deterrents

to progress, both for the individuals and, at times, an entire class. On

the other hand, some teachers, especially in the spring semester, reported

that they had unusually cooperative and interested classes.

Rating students' skills, most teachers classified the majority of

their students in the average to below-average range but also indicated

that a few in each class often needed intensive remediation or advanced
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TABLE 10'

HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS' REPORTS OF STUDENT PROBLEMS
IN READING, WRITING, SPEAKING, AND LISTENING

GIVEN IN ORDER OF FREQUENCY (1 = MOST FREQUENT)

Fal Spring 9 6
Exp. Cont. Exp. Cont.

Inadequate vocabulary 1 1 2 2
Inability to grasp central idea 2 2 4 4
Inability to understand.the
mood or tone in literature 2 2 1 1
Inability to grasp supporting
ideas

3 2 3 3
Inability to understand meaning

I

I of words in context 4 2 5 4
Other: Lack of phonetic skills 6 3 0 0
Other: Lack of interest 5 0 0 0
Other: English as a second

.

1 language problems 6 0 0 0
Other: Unaware of structure 0 0 6 0
Other: Misunderstanding words 0 0 6 . 0
Other: Lack of concentration 0 0 6 0
Other: Limited experience 0 0 . 6 0

.

.

Inability to organize 1 1 1 1
Inadequate knowledge of
punctuation and mechanics 3 2 3 3

Poor diction/vocabulary 2 3 4 2
Commitment of gross errors
in grammar 3 3 2 3

Inability to spell 5 3 3 4
Insufficient ideas 4 4 5 2
Other: Lack of motivation 6 0 0 0
Other: Unwillin.ness to rewrite 6 0 0

Repetition of phrases
and expressions 1 1 2 1

Impoverished vocabulary 1 2 1 1
Lack of fluency in
oral expression 2 4 4 3

Speaking in elliptical units 4 3 5 4
Poor enunciation (diction) 3 4 3 2
Other: Lack of confidence 5 0 0

Inability to select important
details from what they hear 1 1 1 1

Short attention span 2 2 2 2
Inability to grasp main ideas
of lectures 3 2 3

Other: Lack of interest 4 0 4
Other: Inability to
distinguish tone 4 0 0

Other: Failure to listen
to peers 4 0 0 0
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instruction. At times, diversity of the special needs made individualized

instruction difficult.*

In discussing their views of students' progress, almost all teachers

said they noticed improvement in their students' writing. Most teachers

agreed that the greatest overall improvement occurred in essay structure,

but they varied widely in their opinions of which type of student showed

the greatest improvement: some thought that weaker students improved most

noticeabl 1'; others, that the stronger students benefited most. Occasion-

ally, teachers reported reading improvement, but most were unable to judge

this area.**

The teachers' anecdotal reports also recorded a reduction in students'

fear of writing. In some cases, students actually informed teachers that

they had gained more confidence in themselves as writers. These anecdotes

and observations, however, were not confirmed by the results of the Writing

-Apprehension Instrument, which are reported in Part IV of this report.

College

Students in both college experimental and control groups had difficulties

in many areas of reading, writing, speaking, and listenia, according to the

questionnaire responses of college teachers. Generally, the frequency o

student problems in each skill area; as reported in Table 11, shows that

*In general, the teachers reported that they found the instructional materials
at the appropriate level for the majority of their students. In cases where
extra skill reinforcement or supplementary enrichment was needed, the teachers
reported that they used the multi-level TAP Resources distributed with each TAP.

**The instructional materials were designed to achieve writing improvement
through reading instruction. Growth in writing, which implies reading growth,
was tested continually.
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TABLE 11

COLLEGE INTERNS' AND TEACHERS' REPORTS OF STUDENT PROBLEMS
IN READING, WRITING, SPEAKING, AND LISTENING

GIVEN IN ORDER OF FREQUENCY (1 = MOST FREQUENT)

i Fall 1975 Spring
Exp..

1976
Cont.Exp. Cont.

Inadequate vocabulary 1 1 1 1
.Inability to grasp central idea 4- 1 1 2
Inability to grasp supporting
ideas 2 2 2 3
Inability to understand the
mood or tone in literature 3 2 4 3
Inability to understand meaning
of words in context 5 3 3 3

Other: Lack of motivation

Commitment of gross errors
in grammar 1 1 1 .1

Inadequate knowledge of
punctuation and mechanics 1 1

.

3 1
Inability to spell 1 1 5 2
Poor diction/vocabulary 1 1 3 1
Inability to organize 2 1 2 1
Insufficient ideas 3 2 4 2
Other: Writing the way
they speak

Impoverished vOcabulary 1 1 . 2 1
Repetition of phrases
and expressions 2 2 1 1

Lack of fluency in
oral expression 3 2 2 1

Speaking in elliptical units 3 0 3 3
Poor enunciation (diction) 3 2 4 2
Other: Poor grammar 4 0 0 0
Other: Speaking with an
accent 4 0 0 0

Other: Inability to organize
thoughts

Short attention span
2 1 1 1

.

Inability to select important
details from what they hear

1 2 1 2
Inability to grasp main ideas
of lectures

2 2 I 2. 1Other: Lack of Enterest
3 0 i 0 0Other: Hostility

0 1 C
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college student errors were similar to those made by high school students,

except that the "commitment of gross errors in grammar" in the writing area

was observed more often by college teachers than by high school teachers.

Students within college control and experimental groups in both semesters of

the study also made similar errors. Also, as Table 11 shows, teachers of

college groups believed many different problems in each skill area contributed

equally to poor student performance in English.

Lack of motivation was reported as a greater problem in the spring.than

in the fall in the anecdotal accounts prepared by teachers of experimental

groups. Absenteeism and lateness were also reported more often in the spring

than in the fall by sothe teachers, but a majority of college instructors

observed few problems in this area.

'Wide heterogeneity in student skills within a single class was reported

less frequently by college than high school teachers, and all college teachers

observed improvement in their students writing during the semester. College

teachers differed over the areas where greatest improvement was shown: some

felt sentence structure improved most; others thought organizational skills

showed the greatest improvement. The teachers felt they did not have enough

direct evidence to judge their students' growth in reading.

Students as Described by Themselves

Student questionnaires were administered at the beginning and end of

each semester in order to learn how students perceived their own social and

educational backgrounds, educational and career goals, reading and writing

attitudes, interests, and problems. "-

A global picture of the students in this study was obtained in the fall

semester by the tabulation of all student pre- and post-questionnaires,
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includina the pre-questionnaires of students who did not complete the semester.

In the spring semester, however, a more focused picture was obtained; all
--

student pre- and-post-questionnaires were paired, and student6 who did not

complete the semester were excluded from the tabulation. The experimental

and control groups were not substantially different in both semesters.*

A detailed view of students' responses may be found in Tables.30 to 49,

in Appendix C; these tables show all response variables for each question and

the percentage of students who responded to each variable. A narrative of

the major findings in the student questionnaire follcws.

Social and Educational Background (See Tables 30, 35, 40, and 45,
Appendix C)

The percentages of mSles and females who participated in this study were

approximately equal. In the high schools in both semesters, most students

were 16 or 17 years old. In the colleges in the fall, most students were

17 or 18 years old; in the spring, most were either 18 years old or 20 and

over.

All college students were freshmen. High tchool students, on the other

hand, were in the eleventh or twelfth grades. In the fall, a larger number

. of experimental group high school students loiere in the eleventh grade (76%)

than in the twelfth grade. (23%), while in the control group an equal number

were in the eleventh grade (49%) and in the twelfth grade (51%). In the

spring, the experimental and control groups had relatively similar ratios

of students in eleventh grade (81% experimental, 93% control) and twelfth

grade (17% experimental, 7% control).

*The diminished sample available to take the post-instruments (tee Tables
8 and 9, Part II).was not substantially different from the larger sample
available to take the pre-instruments, and therefore, student,attrition
may be assumed to be unbiased.
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In high school, almost all the students (97%. to 100%) were unmarried.

In college, a large percentage (88% to 98%) were unmarried.

English was spoken at home by a large percentage of all students (69%

to 82%), and similar percentages (67% to 84%) were American-born. An

even greater percentage of all students (92% to 96%) spoke English among

their friends: A small percentage of students had been born abroad and

brought to America as infantS (5% to 15%) or had lived in America kewer

than five years (1% to 15%):

When asked to designate the category of their father's occupation,

approximately one-third of the students in the fall high school groups

selected "non-professional" (34% to 37%) or "other" (39% to 42%). The spring

high school groups selected "laborer" (31% to 32%) or "other" (28% to 30%).

In the college groups approximately one-third in the fall selected "non-

professional" (33%), "laborer" (30% to 31%), or "other" (28% to 39%), and

in the spring, "non-professional" (27% to 35%) or "laborer" (30% to 37%).

Education was considered to be important by the families of almost

all students in both high school and college groups.

Outside jobs were held by appoximately one-third of the fall high

school students (35% to 39%) and by nearly one-half the fall college students

(42% to 49%). In the spring, one-quarter of the high school students-

(26% to 28%) and one-third of the college students (32% to 38%) held outside

jobs. One-half to two-thirds of the college students (55% to 66%) who worked

did so for 16 hours a week or more, while.only one-third to cme-half the high

school students (33% to 52%) with jobs worked 16 hours a week or more. Rela-

.tively few students (0 to 17%) worked fewer than 5 hours weekly.*

*See Tables 30 and 40 in Appendix C for student responses to other job-
related questions.
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High school student preferences for work or school were about evenly

divided, except that the fall control group students (65%) strongly preferred
s.

school over work,.. School was strongly preferred over wokk by-college groups

(72% to 90%). The "most time-consuming activity outside of school," for all

stUdents, however, was_not "job"..(10%.to.26%) but "social activities" (26%.. . .

to 56%).

dutting English class was a more serious problem in college than in

high school. A large percentage of high school studebts, at the beginning and

end of-each semester, reported they "never" cut English class (59% to 74%).

Approximately two-thirds of the colleae students said in the pre-questionnaires

that they "never" cut English class (63% to 66%), but on the post-questionnaires

they indicated that they cut English class much more often (only 19% to 43%

reported they "never" cut).*

English was rejected as a favorite subject by about three-quarters of

all the students (67% to 83%).

In rating their overall school performance, slightly less than half

the high school students in all groups (3994.to 43%) thought they were

"average," approximately one-fifth to one-third (22% to 30%) thought they

were "average in some courses and excellent in Others," and about another

one-third (30% to 35%) thought they were "average in some courses and having

difficulties in others."

"Satisfaction" with their own school records was reported by approximately

one-fourth to one-third of all students .(23% to 31%) in prerquestionnaires,

but these percentages dropped at the end of each semester (15% to 23%), at

*See Tables 30 and 40 in Appendix C for student responses to additional
questions about their ErAglish courses.
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which time most students indicated they were "somewhat" satisfied (41% (:o

.50%) or had "no" satisfaction (35% to 40%).

When asked if they liked to do homework, the largest percentage of

students (40% to 63%) on pre-. and post-questionnaires indicated "somewhat."

Among those who indicated "no," asreaterperCentage.were high school students

(35% to 55%) than college students (11% to 31%).

The belief that school marks would affect their future was held by more

than half the students (52% to 64%) nswering all questionnaires, except for

the spring college control group (81% pre-questionnaire; 66% post-question-

naire).

Educational and Career Goals (See Tables 31, 36, 41, and 46,
Appendix C.)

re repor es by a majority of high school

students. Many of the high school respondentd indicated they would attend

CONY, either a four-year CUNY college (22% to 33%) or a two-year CUNY college

(16% to 23%). Approximately one-fifth to onethird of the high school

students (18% to 35%) reported on both pre- and post-questionnaires that

they had no plans to attend college.

Those high school students who indicated they were college-bound gave

as reasons, on both pre- and post-questionnaires, "choose a career".(28% to

36%) or "prepare for a job" (25% to 34%). Major reasons given by college

students for attending college included "choose a areer" (28% to 41%),

"gain knowledge" (27% to 38%), and."prepare for a job" (20% to 36%).

Almost all c011ege students queried in the fall indicated that they

planned "to graduate" from college (93% to 99%). In the spring,.the college

experimental group reported almost entirely (97%) that they planned "to
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graduate,".but the college control varied somewhat in response: on the

pre-questionnaire, only three-quarters (71%) reported that they planned "to

graduate;" but by the end of the semester, almost all of them did (97%).

"Professional" careers were indicated as goals by the largest percentage

of high school respondents (28% to 40%). "Non-professional" careers were

reported as the goals of a smaller percentage (20% to 32%). "Professional"

goals were indicated by a much larger percentage of college students (61%

to (69%).

As for starting salaries in their career choices, approximately half

the students in all groups replied that they had "no idea" (39% to 61%), but

about three-quarters of the high school students (75% to 81%) and.almost all

o ege-studerits (92%. to 98%) indicated that they expected to qualify for

better positions than their parents had.

Reading: Attitudes and Interests (See Tables 32, 37, 42, and 47,
Appendix C.)

Two-thirds to three-quarters of all students (66% to 79%) said they

liked to read. Most high school students (59% to 69%) rated themselves "fair"

readers. A slightly larger percentage of college students (67% to 78%) rated

themselves "fair" readers, while about one-fifth to one-fourth (16% to 29%)

rated themselves "very good."

Most students (84% to 100%) reported they would like to improve their-

reading skills. Fewer students (high school students: 31% to 51%; college

students: 47% to 77%) reported they liked to study reading skills.

In reference to reading comprehension, a large percentage of all students

(55% to 80%) reported.that they usually understood all reading assignments.

An even larger percentage of all students (75% to 96%) reported that they

remembered what they read.
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Asked if they were "satisfied with reading education up to now,"

approximately two-thirds of the high school students (48% to 68%) in all

groups indicated that they were. Fewer college students (23% to 47%) were

satisfied with their previous reading education at the beginning of each

semester; at the end of each semester, however, they (39% to 60%) indicated

somewhat greater satisfaction. The greatest increase in satisfaction with

reading education occurred in both college groups in the spring semester.

When asked if they would like to be in.a special class to improve their

reading skills, one-fifth to one-third of all high school students (20% to

37%) responded "yes." Among college students, the percentage of students

interested in a speoial_reading-class-was-somewhataT1-32% to 47%).

In describing their reading habits, approximately half the students,

except for the spring college groups, reported they read newspapers daily

(47% to 53%). In the spring college groups, the percentage reading newspapers

daily was smaller (34% to 44%). Magazines were listed as items read "some-

times"(38% to 47%) or "weekly" (23% to 30%). Reading preferences most

frequently selected by all students were: "love stories" (21% to 34%),

"science fiction"(20% to 32%), and "mystery/detective"(12% to 27%).

Among those students (approximately 500 who held jobs, reading was

reported to play "no part" (15% to 38%) or a "small part" (13% to 25%) in

.their jobs. Nevertheless, a large percentage of students (76% to 97%) indi-

cated that they believed reading would be important in their future careers.

Writing: Attitudes and Interests (See Tables 33, 38, 43, and 48,
Appendix C)

A favorable 06.:.litude toward writing was reported by approximately one-

half to three-quarters of the students (53% to 72%) in all groups. Most
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students (66%. to 79%) rated themselves "fair" writers. Most students (78% to

98%) indicated that they would like to improve their writing skills.

7
However, only one-third to one-half the high school students (32%. to 52%)

and one-half to three-quarters of the college students (55% to 78%) reported

that they liked to study writing skills.

Specifically, the desire to learn more about grammar was reported by

a majority of high school students (47% to 72%) and by an even larger

percentage of college students (79% to 99%). Three-quarters of the high

school students (71% to 83%) indicated a desire to learn more about organi-

zation in writing, and an even larger ro ort

to 100%) reported the same desire. Improving spelling was also desired by

a majority of high school students (61% to 75%) and by an even larger per-

centage of college students (74% to 100%).

Student opinions about the value of their most recent writing class

shifted from the beginning to end of each semester: in experirtal groups,

the percentage of students who believed English class had helped them improve

writing rose at the end of each semester (from 76% to 91%, pre-questionnaire;

to 82% to 97%, post-questionnaire);
among control groups, however, a marked

decline occurred in student estimates of help received in their most recent

English class (from 78% to 100%, pre-questionnaire; to 61% to 88%, post-

questionnaire).

Asked to indicate whether or not they would like a special class to

improve their writing, from one-fourth to three-fourths of all high school

students (25% to 73%) indicated they would. In the fall, about half the

College students (45% to 50%) wanted this kind of class. At the beginning

of the spring semester, a large percentage of.all college students (70% to 99%)
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wanted such a class, but by the end of the semester, a smaller percentage

(57% to 63%) did.

When asked where they preferred to be when writing, a majority (58%

to 73%) selected "at home." Preferred types_of.writing included: "school

essays"(28% to 43%, high school; 41% to 64%, college) and ',netters" (23% .

to 32%, high school; 12% to 36%, college).

Of those students (approximately 50%) who worked, many (18% to

34%) reported writing played "no part" in their jobs. Writing as a "small

part" of their jobs was reported by fewer students (7% to 31%). Nevertheless,

would be important in their future careers.

a e ie a wri ing

Problems in Reading and Writing (See Table's 34, 39, 44, and 49,
Appendix C.)

In reading, "inadequate vocabulary" was selected as the major problem

by the largest percentage of students (22%.to 30%) in all groups. Other

reading problems selected with high frequency were: "inability to grasp

supporting ideas" (14% to 23%), "inability to understand mood or tone in

literature" (13% to 21%), and "inability to understand meaning of words in

context" (12% to211%).

In writin,- "inability to organize" was the major problem reported

by the largest percentage of students (21% to 38%) in all fall groups.

"Gross errors in grammar" was selected by the largest perCentage of all

students (22% to 24%) at the beginning of the spring semester; by the end of

the spring semester, "gross errors in gramitar" and "inability to organize"

were selected with equal frequency by the highest percentage of both exper-

imental groups (20% to 23%), while "inability to organize" was selected with

greatest frequency (26% to 29%) by both control groups..
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A Comparison of Teacher and Student Descriptions

The attempt to develop an overall profile of students participating

in this project, using reports by teachers and student responses.to ques-

tionnaires, resulted in several corresponding and.contradictory observations.

Both students and teachers perceived that stUdents had reading and

writing difficulties. In reading, "inadequate vocabulary" was the major

problem reported by the largest percentage of all students. All teachers

in the fall, and the college teachers in the spring, also reported "inadequate

vocabulary" as the students' major readin

teachers chose this area as the second major reading problem. (See Tables

10 and 11.) In writing, both teachers and students agreed that "inability

to organize" was the most frequent handicap to good writing; teachers,

however, also cited many other serious writing problems. (See Tables 10

and 11.)

A comparison of student and teacher reports on class attendance showed

highly discrepant perceptions: while many teachers reported excessive

absences in their classes, most of their students reported they "never" cut

English class. As teachers tend to keep accurate records of student

attendance, it may be assumed that students were reluctant to be candid

about their attendance habits. A second equally reasonable explanation for

the contradiction is student misinterpretation of "cut," which many take

to mean "absence without good.reason" rather than "all absences," including

those for reasons of health, personal, or family problems.

A significant point of agreement was reached, however, by teachers and

students in experimental groups--that student writing skills improved during

the semester. Indeed, at the end of each semester, experimental group
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teachers reported noticeable gains. Also, the experimental group students

at the end of each semester reported that their writing class had helped

them improve their writing skills greatly.
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PART IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Pre and Post Essays

All experimental and control group students were required to write

an essay at the.beginning and at the end of the semester. This essay test

required students to read a short selection on communication in class and

to write an essay in reaction to it.* The same selection was used for the

pretest and posttest, but at no point before the administration of the

posttest were the students told that they would be given the same test.

For the purposes of evaluation, each student's pretest.essay and

posttest essay were paired and then coded to conceal the sequence in which

they were written and to conceal which group, high school or college,

experimental or control, the student was in. Outside readers, who were

either high school English"-:department chairmen or college English professors

and were in no way connected with this project, were selected to judge

-the eSSays The outside readers determined whether the paired essays showed

no difference in writing skills or whether one essay was zetter than the

other.

In order to insure reliability, all outside readers were trained for

the judging of essays by the Project Director at the same time and were

present for readings at the same time. Discussion among readers was not

permitted and rest breaks were encouraged to reduce the fatigue factor.

The training of the readers included.orientation tO the "General Criteria

for Evaluating Student Writing Samples" (see Appendix B), the same criteria

*For a description of the essay test, see "Materials Utilized," Part IIof this report.
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used by the experimental'group teachers to evaluate their students' writing

during the semester. The training of the readers also included orientation

to the method used for rating each essay. This method required the reader

to rate all essays on a scale of 2 (poor) to 10 (good) or 1 (poor) to 5

(good) in seven specific areas: Organization (2-10); Ideas (2-10);

Sentence Structure (2-10); Diction (1-5); Punctuation (1-5); Mechanics (1-5);

and Spelling (1-5). The differentiated ranges of 2-10 or 1-5 indicated the

different emphases to be placed on the various factors. Aggregate scores

for each essay in the pair yielded either the judgment that there was no

difference between the paired essays or that one essay was better than

the other.

Summaries'of the results of both the fall and the spring semester

readings are given in Tables 12 to 17. These tables show readers' judgments

(frequencies) in preferring the pre essay or the post essay or in finding

no difference between the paired essays. These tables also show the per-

centages (proportions) among the various preferences. These data were

subjected to a chi-square test of independence. As these tables report,

the post essays of the experimental group students were preferred signif-

icantly more often than were the post essays of the control group students.

These data, it should be noted, reflect simple preference, jiot magni-

tude of differences between two essays. In order to verify the reliability

of judgments, approximately 50% of the essays were given a second reading

by a reader who did not know the judgments of the first reader, and 15%

of the 50% were given a third reading. For the purposes of data analysis,

only the last evaluation of each pair was used in the tabulations. Consid-

ering the total number of paired essays in this study, very few sets were
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TABLE 12

Readers' Comparison of Pre and Post High School Essays
Fall 1975

High School Experimental*

High School Control

High School Experimental*

High School Control

2,,

= 54.73, p 4; .001

Pre Essay
Preferred

Frequencies

Post Essay No
Preferred Difference

26 177 21

48 43 17

74

Pre Essay
Preferred

220

Proportions

224

108

38 332

Post Essay No
Preferred Difference

.116 .790 .094

.444 .398 .157

.223 .663

1.000

1.000

.144 1.000

TABLE 13

Somderst Comparison. of Pre and Post College Essays
7 Fall 1975

College Experimental*

College Control

College Experimental*

College Control

+ 24.83, p < .001

1"equencies

Pre Essay Post Essay No
Preferred Preferred Difference

16 114 11

32 45 12

48 159

'Proportions

141

89

23 230

Pre Essay Post Essay No
Preferred Preferred Difference

.113 .809 .078

.360 .506 .135

.209 .691 .100

1.000

3..000

1.000
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TABLE 14

Readers' Combined Comparison of Pre and Post
High...School and College Essays

Fall 1975

CoMbined Experimenial*

Combined Control

Combined Ekperimental*

Combined Contsol

= 77.41, p (.001

Pre Essay
Preferred

Frequencies

Post Essay
Preferred

No

Difference

42. 291 32

SO 88 29

365

197

122 379 61. .562

Proportions.

Pre Essay Post Essay No
Preferred' Preferred Difference

.115 .797 .088

.406 .447 .147

.217 .674 .109

1.000

1.000

1.000

TABLE 15

Readers, Comparison of Pre and Post High School Essays
Spring 1976

High-School Experimental*

High School Control

High School Experimental*

High School Control

2 = 117.79, p c7.001

Frequencies

Pre Essay Post Essay No
Preferred Preferred Difference

31 302 17

6G 67 14,

369

Proportions

350

161

31 511

Pre Essay Post Essay No
P eferred Preferred Difference

.089 %863 .049

.497 .416 .087

.217 .722

1.000

1.000

.061 . 1.000
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TABLE 16

Readers' coiParison of Pre.and Post College Essays
Spring 1976

Col1egu Experimental*

College Control
-

College Experimental*

College Control

8.61, p <.02

-Trequendies

Pre Essay Post Essay No
DifferencePreferred Preferred

18 90 7

1

16 25 2

34

Pre Essay
Preferred

115

Proportions

Post Essay
Preferred

115

43

9 158

No

Difference

.157 .783 .061

.372 .581 .047

.215 .728

1.000

1,000

.057 1.000

TABLE 17

Readers' Combined Comparison of Pre and Post
High School and College Essays

Spring 1976

Combined Experimental*

CoMbined Control

Combined Experimental'.

CoMbined COritiel

Pre Essays
Preferred

Frequencies

Foist Essays

Preferred
No

Difference

49 392 24

96 92 16

1

119.09, p <.001

.465

204

145 484 40 669

Proportions

Pre Essays Post Essays No
Preferred Preferred Difference

.105 -.843 .052

.471 .451 .078

1.000

1.000

,217 .723 .060 1.000
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judged as having no difference between them. In short, teachers who were

trained to use the instructional materials helped their students to improve

their writing skills significantly.

Classroom Teachers' Evaluation of Experimental Group Student Writing

As a cross-check of outside readers' judgments and as a record of

teachers' judgments of ongoing student progress over the semester, the

experimental group teachers kept a "Student Profile Sheet" on their experi-

mental group students. This "Student Profile Sheet" was a checklist that

asked the teacher to evaluate each student's work in ten important areas

of writing skills.* The teacher used this checklist for four different

essays, two of which were written in class and two of which were written

as homework by each student during the semester.

High School Experimental Group Student Progress

In the fall, the high school experimental group teachers reported a

diminishing number of student writing problems in the ten areas listed on

the Student Profile Sheet. Table 18 presents the number of students with

problems in each area on each of the four essays written during the semester.

As can be seen, from the first to fourth essay the number of students with

problems in Ideas diminished from 86 to 56; in Organization from 126 to 51;

in Sentence Structure from 106 to 45; in Wording from 126 to 81; in Punctu-

ation from 161 to 132; in Run-Ons from 97 to 55; in Sentence Fragments from

76 to 41; in Incorrect Principal Parts of the Verb from 43-to 40; in Lack

of Subject-Verb Agreement from 72 to 42; and in Incorrect Case of Pronoun

from 55 to 24.

*For a description of the Student Profile Sheet and how it was completed by
the teacher, see "Materials Utilized," Part II of this report.
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Table 19 reports the results of correlated chi-square tests used to see

if each diminishing number of problems between the first and the fourth

essays was statistically significant. Also, detailed 2 X 2 tables on these

data appear in Appendix D. As the 2 X 2 tables show, except in the area of

Inoorrect Principal Parts of the Verb, a statistically significant smaller

number of students made errors in nine areas of writing by the end of the

semester.

In the spring,_similarresults'were found. As can be seen from Table 20

from the first to the fourth essay, the number of students with problems in

Ideas diminished from 123 to 51; in Organization from 155 to 35; inSentence

Structure from 167 to 64; in Wording from 171 to 88; in Punctuation from 223

to 182; in Run-Ons from 104 to 38--; in Sentence Fragments from 100 to 33; in

Incorrect Principal Parts of the Verb from 85 to 28; in Lack of Subject-Verb-

Agreement from 93 to 45; and in Incorrect Case of Pronoun from 72 to 34.

Table 19 reports all the correlated chi-square tests on these data.

Also, detailed' 2 X 2 tables on these data appear in Appendix D as well. As

the 2 X 2 tables show, a statistically significant smaller number of students

made errors in the ten given areas of writing by the end of the semester.

College Experimental Group_Student Progress

In the fall, the college experimental group teachers reported a.

diminishing number of student wricing problems in the ten areas listed on

the Student Profile Sheet. Table 21 presents the number of students with

problems in each area on each of the four essays written during the semester.

As can be seen, from the first to the fourth essay the number of students

with prohlems in Ideas diminished from 49 to 31; in Organization from 88 to

31; in Sentence Structure from 75 to 31; in Wording from 93 to 68; in

6 3
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TABLE 19

Summary of Comparisons of Failed First Essay,
Passed Fourth Essay,Teacher Evaluations

High School
Fall 1975

College
Fall 1975

High School
S ring.21976

College
Sping 1976

2 2
-

Ideas 8.24** 4.45* 48.91*** 7.76**

Organization 42.04*** 33.88*** 102.86*** 44.08***

Sentence Structure 41.02*** 16.20*** 71.20*** 20.83***

Wording 19.05*** 5.12* 50.28*** 28.13***

Punctuation 4.07* 17.78*** 17.33*** 20.83***

Run-On Sentences 20.25*** 0.11(N.S.) 41.09*** 8.80**

Sentence Fragments 17.75*** 5.44* 43.58*** 22.50***

Incorrect Principal
Parts df Verb 0.07(N.S.) 6.26* 37.34*** 9.53**

Lack of Subject-
Verb Agreement 12.65*** 0.10 (N.S.) 30.32*** 11.76***

Incorrect Case
of Pronoun 19.57*** 18.62*** 24.90*** 23.52***

*p < .05

**p < .01

"4p < .001
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Punctuation from 110 to 74; in Run-Ons from 36 to 28; in Sentence Fragments

from 43 to 21; in Lack of Subject-Verb Agreement from 37 to 17 and in

Incorrect Case of Pronoun from 24 to 2. The number of students with problems

in Incorrect Principal Parts of the Verb increased from 24 to 25.

Table 19 reports all correlated chi-square tests on these data. Also,

detailed 2 X 2 tables on these data appear in Appendix D. As the 2 X 2

tables show, except in the areas of Run-On Sentences and Incorrect Prin-

cipal Part of the Verb, a statistically significant smaller number of

students made errors in eight areas of writing by the end of the semester.

In the spring, similar results were found. As can be seen from Table 22

from the first to the fourth essay, the number.of students with problems in

Ideas diminished from 39 to 24; in Organization from 61 to 15; in Sentence

Structure from 68 to 41; in Wording from 78 to 48; in Punctuation from 79

to 52; in Run-Ons from 47 to 28; in Sentence Fragments from 60 to 30; in

Incorrect Principal Parts of the Verb fr-am 42 to 24; in Lack of 8ubject-

Verb Agreement from 62 to 42; in Incorrect Case of Pronoun from 33 to 6.

Table 19 reports all the correlated chi-square tests on these data.

Also, detailed 2 X 2 tables on these data appear in Appendix D. As the

2 X 2 tables show, a statistically significant smaller number of students

made errors in the ten given areas of writing by the end of the semester.

Figures that graphically i:lustrate the high school and ccillege trends

just reported appear in Appendix D.

A Comparison of Student Writing Progress as Assessed by Outside
Readers and by Classroom Teachers

In appraising the similarity in judgments of student essays made by

the outside readers and by the classroom teachers, it should be kept in
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mind that the classroom teachers' evaluations ere more subject to bias than

were those of the outside readers. The classroom teachers knew the order in

which their students' essays were written, had personal information about

their students, and were aware of the weekly goals of the curriculum; none

of this infOrmation was available to the outside readers. Further, the

outside readers evaluated pre and post essays written by both experimental

and control. students. The classroom teachers, on the other hand, evaluated

four essays written at four intervals during the semester by their students

in experimental classes exclusively.. More objectivity, therefore, can be

attributed to the judgments of the outside readers.

In assessing pre versus post essays, the outside readers clearly pre-

ferred the post essays of the experimental group students. In assessing

their students' progres;5 during the semester, the experimental group

teachers clearly found a diminution in the number of students who had

problems in ten areas of writing skills. Thus, although at no time did the

experimental group teachers and the outside readers consult each other, they

reached the same conclusion: the students in the experimental groups in

this study made significant progress in developing their'writing skills.

Pre and Post Curriculum-Based Tests

In the fall semester, all experimental and control group students

were required to take curriculum-based tests in reading and English error

recognition at the beginning-and end of the semester. These tests were

based on the curriculum objectives in this project.

One purpose of administering these tests was to ascertain if the

curriculum materials were suitable for the student population. Examination

6 9
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of the test scores, using group means (see Tables 23 and 24), shows that

(1) the materials were at a suitable level, and.(2) the experimental and

control group students were at a comparable level.

Another purpose of administering these tests was to determine if

*measurable growth took place over the approximately. 15-week semester. The

investigators realized that progress in writing, in particular, is best
t.

measured by-direct assessment'of writing, as was reported earlier in this

chapter; however, in an effort to learn as much as possible about the

student population skill level, the curriculum-based tests were administered

as pretests and posttests.

All test score data were subjected to two types of analyses: (1) cor-

related t-tests to ascertain if each separate group made progress and (2)

analysis of covariance F-tests to determine whether the experimental or

control group made progress in comparison to each other. Subsequently,

subsets of items within each test were examined.

Reading Assessment Test

The Reading Assessment scores reveal statistically significant improve-

ment within each group, except the high school control, as can be seen in

Table 23. Also, as Table 23 shows, a comparison between groups reveals that,

while neither college group achieved statistically significant higher scores

than the other, the high school experimental group achieved statistically

significant higher scores than did the high school control group.

In addition to the overall analysis of these Reading Assessment data,

analysis of one specific subset of data (items 11-15) was undertaken. These

items test comprehension of a short essay on communication, a selection that

was also used to elicit writing for the pre-essay test. Thus, by looking
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at the scores achieved on items 1115 it could be determined if the-students

understood what they had to read in order to write the essay test. Data

on items 11-15 are reported in Table 54, Appendix D. This table shows

that within all groups there were statistically significant gains, but a

comparison between groups reveals no statistically significant differences.

English Error Recognition Test

As can be seen in Table 24, the English Error Recognition Test scores

reveal statistically significant improvement within both the high school

and college experimental groups, but not within either control group. Also,

as Table 24 shows, a comparison between the groups reveals that, while

neither high school group achieved statistically significant higher scores

than the other, the college experimental group achieved statistically

sigLificant higher scores than did the college control group.

For further examination of the data, the 45 items in this test were

subdivided into 5 sets. Each set consisted of 9 items testing the recog-

nition of one gross error. Thus, there was a separate set of 9 items for

each of the following: (1) Sentence Fragments, (2) Run-Together Sentences,

(3) Lack of Subject-Verb-Agreement, (4) Incorrect Principal Parts of the

Verb, and (5) Incorrect Case of Pronoun. Data on each of the five sets

are reported in Tables 55 to 59 in Appendix D. These tables show that there

were some statistically significant gains within each group, but there were

no stati,Itically significant differences in the comparison between groups.

Pre and Post Standardized Instruments

In the spring semester, all experimental and control group students were

required to take standardized tests in vocabulary and reading comprehension

7 2
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(Iowa) and in English (Stanford) at the beginning and end of the semester.*

One purpose of administering these standardized tests was to ascertain

how the student population in this study compared to the norming population.

Examination of tho pretest and posttest scores, using group means converted

to stanines, showed that the spring student population in this study

generally fell into the below-average range.

Another purpose of administering these standardized tests was to

determine whether measurable growth took place over the approximately 15-week

semester. The investigators realized that progress in writing, in partic-

ular, is best learned by direct assessMent of writing, as was reported.on

earlier in this chapteri..however, in an effort to learn as much as possible

about the student population,these standardizedtets in reading and

writing were administered as.pretests and. posttests.

All data on standardized test scores were subjected to two types of

analyses: (1) correlated t:tests to ascertain if each separate group made

progress from the pretest to the posttest and (2) 'anlysis of covariance

F-tests to ascertain if the experimental or control groups made progress in

comparison to each other.

Vocabulary (Iowa)

The Vocabulary test scores reveal, statistically significant improvement

within each group, except college control, as can be seen in Table 25. Also,

as Table 25 shows, a comparison between the groups reveals no statistically

significant.differences.

*For a description of these standardized tests, see "Materials
Utilized," Part II of this report.
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Reading Comprehension (Iowa)

As can be seen in Table .26, the Reading Comprehensic,n test scores reveal

statistically significant improvement within each group4 except college

control. Also, as Table 26 shows, a comparison between the groups reveals

that while neither high school group achieved statistically significant

higher scores than the other, the college experimental .group Achieved statis-

tically significant higher scores than did the college control group.

English (Stanford)

The English test scores reofeal statistically significant improvement

within each group for both high school groups but not for either college

group, as Table 27 shows. Also, as can be seen in Table 27, a comparison

between the groups reveals w statisticafly significant differences.

The latter finding may be attribal to the-fact that, in addition to the

relatively short time between the prc.".st and the posttest, less than a

third of the English skills tested in the Stanford test related to the TAP

instructional materials. That is, of the 69 items, 51 related to areas such

as spelling,vocabulary, and capitalization, areas that did not receive

major emphasis in the TAP materials; only 18 items related to such areas

as order of ideas and efifectiveness of expression, areas that did receive

emphasis in the TAP materials. As mentioned earlier,this test was given

to obtain comparative ! data on student populations.

Pre and Post Writinq Avnrehension Instrument

At the beginning and end of the spring semester, a writing apprehension

instrument was administer,c-A to the experimental and control group students.*

*For a description of the Writing Apprehension Instrument, see "Materials
, Utilized," Part II of this report.
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This instrument was administered to identify !2.; :he writing

apprehension level of the students in this study, and (2) any change in

writing apprehension levels over the approximately 15-week semester. All__

data are'summarized in Table 28.

A-57-can e seen, the average scores ranged from 66.98 to 72.38. On

the instrument's scale of 26 (low,anxietY) to 130 (high anxiety), these

scores fall in the moderate range. Thus, all groups both at the beginning

and end of the semester were found to be only moderately apprehensive about.

writing;

Table 28 also shows that within groups, only one group, the high school

experimental group, showed a statistically significant decrease in its

writing apprehension level. However, a comparison between the groups reveals

no statistically significant differences.

To further examine these data, a response-frequencY tabulation was

made to determine if any particular item received a strong positive or

negative response. Just as the total score-data reported above reveal,

the separate-item tabulation also reveals that the students in this study

had a moderate degree of apprehension about writing. Responses to only one

of the items deviated slightly from this moderate level: responses to the

statement "Expressing my ideas in writins, is a waste of time" reflected a

relatively low level of apprehension.

Teacher Self-Reports

In both semesters, the experimental group teachers were required to

fill in a Teacher Self-Report form on each TAP they completed. These forms,

which listed each TAP's reading objectives and writing objeCtives, asked

the teachers to estimate what percentage of class time available was used

7 9



T
A
B
L
E
 
2
8

!
A
r
i
t
i
n
g
 
A
p
p
r
e
h
e
n
s
i
o
n
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t
 
S
c
o
r
e
s
,

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
G
r
o
u
p
s

S
p
r
i
n
g
 
1
9
7
6

H
i
g
h
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l

H
i
g
h
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
C
o
n
t
r
o
l

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
C
o
n
t
r
o
l

P
r
e
t
e
s
t

P
o
s
t
t
e
s
t

n
X

X

3
8
7

7
2
.
3
8

7
0
.
8
1

1
6
4

7
1
.
8
7

7
1
.
3
2

1
1
0

6
8
.
3
5

6
6
.
9
8

2
6

6
7
.
5
8

7
0
.
1
5

X
D
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s

t
 
-
t
e
s
t

-
1
.
5
7

-
0
.
5
5

-
1
.
3
7

2
.
5
7

.
2
.
8
8
*

T
h
e
 
s
c
a
l
e
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t

r
a
n
g
e
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
2
6
 
(
l
o
w
)
 
t
o
 
1
3
0
 
(
h
i
g
h
)
.

*
p
 
<
 
.
0
1

0
.
6
1
 
(
N
.
S
0

1
.
4
2
 
(
H
.
S
.
)

0
.
7
3
 
(
H
.
S
.
)
,

1
,

F
 
-
r
a
t
i
o

5
4
8

3
3

.
8
5
 
(
H
.
S
.
)

2
.
2
9
 
(
N
.
S
.
)

N
o
t
e
:

T
h
e
 
n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e
 
s
i
g
n
 
r
e
P
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
t
h
e

d
i
r
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
m
e
a
n
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
 
f
x
J
m
 
p
r
e

t
o
 
p
o
s
t
.



for each separate objective.* This form served as a check on teachers'

progress through the TAP materials and as a constant reminder to the teacher

of the correlation between reading and writing skills.

.All teacherS' perce
spring, were

tabulated to ascertain the average percentage (P) of time spent on each
.

separate Objective. A summary of the Teacher Self-Reports for each TAP i5

given in Tables 60 to 82 in.Appendix. D.

A number of findings are of interest. First, especially in the fall

semester, a diminishing number of teachers completed the TAPs-as-theseMet-ter

progressed. This is not surprising since the fall semester was shOrtened

by the two-week public school teacherS' strike and was further interrupted

by many school holidays that occur in fall semesters. For the spring semester,

in response to teacher and student suggestions, the total number of TAPs was

reduced from 13'to 10. As a result, many more teachers cOmpleted the TAPs.

Table 29 shows the number of teachers who completed each TAP.

Another interesting fifiding is that the majority of teachers spent

approximately from 1% to 29% of their time on each Separate objective in

reading and writing. A minority.of teachers spent from 30% to 59% of their
-t

time on some of the objectives, and few teachers spent frcm 60% to 100% of

their time on any'objective. Whenever teachers did spend more than 59% of

their time on an objective, the objective pertained to writing. In addition,

a slightly higher percentage of time was spent on the writing objectives in

each TAP. From these observations a number of conclusions can be drawn:

first, a majority of teachers implemented moSt of the objectives, and.second,

a majority of teachers covered all the materials in the TAPs they used- Thus,

*For a description of the Teacher Self-Report form, see "Materials
Utilized," Part II of this report.
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TABLE 29

Number of Teachers Wtto Completed Each TAP

TAP Fall (n=3..)______Spr-ing4n--27)

1

2A

2B

3A

3B

4A

4B*

5

6A

6B*

7A

7B*

g**

23 27

23 27

23 26

23 27

23 27-

22 26

22

20

21

17

14

11

25

25

22

9 16

*
In the spting semester, the "B" TAP
was.:integrated into the "A" TAP..

k*Rev4ew TAP.
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it may be assumed that the teachers correlated reading withwriting skills.

Also,' with slightly more emphasis on the writing materials, the Leachers

spent a balanced proportion of time on each objective.

Teaching Conditions as Described by Instructional Personnel

At the end of both semesters the exp.trimental group teachers were

asked to describe the teaching conditions in their schools.

High School Conditions

In the fall semester, a majority-of the high school teac3aers in this

project reported that teaching conditions in their schools wee onty minimally

acceptable. A minority of high school teachers stated that teaching condi-

tions in their schools were good and'that the materiale they needed were

available.

Some unusual factors that hampered teaching effectiveness were the

public school teachers' strike which shortened the semester and

scheduling difficulties in the high schools which resulted in frequent

,0

transfers of students from one class to another during the. first month'of

the term.

More common factors creating teaching problems were also reported. A

typical class met five times a week, a schedule that generally met with

teacher approval; however, in many schools each class meeting was only 38

minutes long, making it very difficult for some teachers to give full F.resen-

tations of the lesson required in the project. As a result, instead of being

able to teach an entire reading or writing lesson in one period, te-hers

were forced to subdivide the materials, causing some loss of continuity

between relatedparts of single lessons. Also, students oEten arrived late
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to :-.41a, and some had to leave class early to participate in special activ-

ittes. Several classes were scheduled so early in the day (7:20 a.m.) that

low attendance and low motivation were inevitable problems. Outside noise

(sometimes from the PA system in the school itself) interrupted lessons.

Stationary furniture in some classrooms made flexible arrangementS of study

groups impossible. Most teachers also reported great difficulty in obtaining

supplementary materials and teaching aids beyond the project materials

provided for them. For example, overhead projectors and audio-visual materials

were seldom available; many schools had no supply of paper for compositions,

and several teachers found it "virtually impossible" to obtain a classroom

set of dictionaries for students' reference.

In the spring semester, the majority of high school teachers stated that

conditions in their schools were good dnd that materials and resources were

available; however, a, minority of teachers were severe in their condemnation

of teaching conditions and complained of lack of supplies, insufficient

chalkboard and storage space, and stationary desks which made flexible class-

room arrangementS. impossible. Although most high school teachers in the

spring semester reported more favorably on c?.sroom conditions than did the

high school teachers in the fall semester, both groups of teachers reported_-

that student absence and lateness were key disruptive faCtors.

Taken together, the descriptions by the high school teachers of teaching

conditions in the fall and soring semesters corroborate the major findings of

the special American Federation.of Teachers Commission* on the crisis in the
4

schools of New York City: a debilitating cut-back in supplies, a growing

problem with student motivation;,and increased absenteeism.

_ .

*Reported in the New York Teacher,'February 8, 1976:
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_College

In the fall semester, college interns reported satisfactory classroom

conditions. However, several interns reported that materials such as pa,2er,

chalk, erasers, and dictionaries were not generally available. Also, in a

few cases, the classrooms did not have enough chairs, and the interns had to

search for additional chairs before each class. In addition, a small number

of intczns reported either that their classrooms were poorly heateclor

ventilated, or that noise from outside construction interfered with their

teaching. While few reported overwhelming problems with classroom conditions,

almost all interns felt that their classes did not meet often enough. In

their opinion,'212 to 3 hours of class per week in one semester was inadequate

time for students to remedy their problems in reading and writing. The fall

interns also noted that time was further reduced by several holidays at the

beginning of the semester.

For the spring semester, the college interns also reported satisfactory

classroom conditions, including the.availability of necessary materials,

resources, and physical conditions conducive to learning. Unlike college

interns in the fall semester, the spring interns as a group did not express the

need for more class time. Several reported, however, that campus problems,

4ncluding the budget crisis and absenteeism, were disruptive factors.

The major difference, then, between the descriptions of teaching condi-

tions by college interns in the fall and spring semesters was in their atti-

tudes towardclassroom time. This difference may be due to (1) fewer holiday

interruptions at the beginning of the spring semester and (2) the spring

project materials, condensed on the basis of suggestions from the experimental

group teachers and students at the end of the fall semester, which were better

sUited to available-class time.
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Teacher Evaluation of Project Materials and Effectiveness

At the end of both semesters the experimental group teachers were asked

to complete a questionnaire about the quality and effectiveness of the

instructional approach.. A majority of the teachers rated the. materials

"good" or "excellent." Further, a majority of the teachers said that the

materials had been "successful" or "very successful" in helping their

students improve their writing skills. Also, a majority of the teachers

said they would like to use the approach in the future.

The teachers were also asked to describe any benefits_to_themselves

or their students they felt had resulted from their participation in the

project. The teachers reported that they felt the seminar workshop had

helped them to improve their teaching, and thus, their students' reading

and writing skills. Several teachers reported that the project increased

their knowledge about the teaching of expository writing and made them aware

of the great importance of teaching basic writing skills. Other teachers

commented that their itudents liked the structured approach to writing and

that the students benefited from having materials for their own use.

Student Evaluation of Project Materials and Instruction

The experimental group students in the fall semester were asked to

complete a brief questionnaire about their opinions of the instructional

materials. The student responses were then used by the project personnel in

making revisions of the materials for the spring semester.

The questionnaire items.asked for (1) evaluations of the Reading

Student Worksheets 'and the 'Writing Student. Worksheets, (2) judgments

about the degree to which the students f,alt that the class instruction had

helped them improve in.reading and writing, and (3) suggestions for improve-

ment of the materials.
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Examination of the student responses reveals that few students rated

the Student Worksheets "very poor" or "poor"; almost all students rated them

from "fair" to "excellent" with the majority of ratings in the "good"

category. In general, the high school students tended to rate the materials

more highly than did the college students. Few students reported that the

:
classroom instruction they received "did not help" or "helped somewhat";

almost all students reported they were either "helped" or "helped very much."

In general, the high school students tended to rate the helpfulness of their
.

classroom instruction more highly than did the college students.

8 7
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PART V

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Surrunary of Findings

This study has ekainined-an experimental approach to remedial writing

instruction as compared with other teaching methods commonly employed in

New York.City high schools and colleges of The City University of New York.

(CUNY). The unique feature of Olis study the correlation of reading and

writing instruction in a highly structured de:4ih 7or the Purpose of

improving expository 'tantg.

This-study, cOnducted iJuring the-academic yenr 1:.)15-76, involved 71

teachers of remedial English .:!nd 2,066 studeit iii .3 New City high

schools and 5 colleges of tris CUNZ'system.

The study set out to accxmpiiqh five main objectives; (1) to analyze

and develop testing materials andother instruments.in order to obtain

accurate student profiles so that proper lnstruction could be implemented;

(2) to utilize teaching materials that.specifically correlate reading and

writing instruction; (3) to train teachers of remedial EngliSh to cope better

with students' reading and-writing problems through the use of Teacher

Activity Packets (TAPs); (4) to evaluate the progress of students within and

betwc experimental and'control groups; (5) to achieve constructive

articUlation between New York.City high schools and CUNN in preparing opsn

-admissions students for college English.

Within the scope of the (.:ata collected this study, the investigators

reached the following concluSions:

1. The first purpose of the project, to obtain accurate student profile So

that appropriate instruction could be implementedwas_achieved...by_the.._._
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collection of data from students and teachers .perticipating in theproject,

summarized as fellows:

1.1 All students participating in the project, males and females

in almost equal numbers, were 'a the eleventh and twelfth.grades in

high school or in the college freshman year. Their ages ranged from

1.6 to 18 in all groups, except that some college students were 20

years old or more. A majority of the student population spoke

English at home and among their friends; very few were foreign born..

Most were members of "non-professional" or "laborer" families,

virtually all of wham held education in high regard. Many students

who held outside jobs worked,from 5 to 16 hours a week, but most did

not find "jobs" as time-consuming as "social activities." A majority

of high school students planned to enter college and aspired to an

education higher than their parents had.

1.2 Many high schoolstudents indicated a desire to improve their

,language skills and to attend college. Those who hoped to enter

college, as well as those already in collge, believed that reading and

writing would be important in their careers.

. 1.3 Student motivation, for the purposes of analysis, was linked

.to subject preference, level of skill, and attendance. The latter

was-measured by the cutting of classes, on the assumption !rhat students

tend to cut classes they do not likq. According to teachers, student

motivation for English study and level of skill were generally.low, and

_absentepiem was high. Most studente indicted they were n.ct especially

fond of the subject, heir
achievemeht was 1!airerage," and their attendance

was good.. Although these students rated themselves "average," standard

78

8 9 e



tests in reading and writing_indicated their scores were below national

levels in these skills.

1.4 In estimating their reading abilities,' most students reported

that their reading comprehension was good, and that they remembered\

what they read. These estimates, however, were contradicted by scores

achieved on standardized tests.

- - -1.5 Reading preferences among all participants centered on love

stories, science fiction, and mysteries. A greater number of high

school students than college students read newspapers "daily," while

some students reported they read magazines "weekly" or "sometimes."

Student reading preferences, thus, reflected an Appreciation of popular or

escapist literature rather than a taste for more reflective works.

1.6 The desire to improve reading and writing skills was expressed

by a very high percentage of students, but a much smaller number

indicated a desire to study or do homework. This mixed motivation

is only one of several signs that the'students tended to be unreal-

istic about goals and the.means to achieve them.
^

1.7 when asked if their most recent class had helped improve their

writing skills, a much higher percentage of students in the experi-
.

mental groups, than those in control groups, felt their English class

had helped. Thege indications of student preference for highly

structured learning, corroborated by teacher reports and scores obtained

from outside evaluations of student essays, indicated that the TAPs

provided appropriate instruction for a large percentage of those using
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1.8 On specific language problems, students and teachers were in

considerable agreement: in reading, inadequate voCabulary and compre-

hension of.ideas appeared to be major handicaps to success; in writing,

lack of organization and yross errors in grammar were perceived as

major problems. Teachers, however, reported that the students had

many more difficulties in readia, writing, speaking, and listening,

than those noted by the students.

2. The second ourpose of this project, to utilize materials that cor-

related sequential reading and writing instruction, was achieved by imple-

nientation of highly structured lessons.

2.1 Lurricuium-based tests in reading and writing, administered

at the outset of the project, resulted in a skills profile of the

target student population which demcnstrated the suitability of these

instructional materials for this population.

.2.2 The TAP,materials, according to teacher and student evaluations,

. were judged to.be at the.apprepriate level and were successfully

employed. .The materials were rated "good" or 'excellent" by a majority

of the teachers who also rated the TAPs "successful" or "very successful"

in helping their students improve writing skills. Student responses

to the materials were equally favorable: the majority rated them "good"

and indicated that they had "help.i.,d" or "helped very much" to improve

their reading and writing skills.

2.3 The aiscipline required to follow the correlated format of

the materials was considered an additional benefit by many partici-

pating high school teachers and college interns who reported that

the highly.structured lessons with Specific objectives provided
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clear direction and a sense of security for both instructors and

students.

3. The third purpose-of the project, to train teachers to cope better with

remedial English problems.in the classrooM, was achieved through'in-serVice,

teacher training.

3.1 A profile was obtained of teachers participating in the

project who, although differing in age and teaching experience, had

several important traits in common: all had volUnteered for this

'project; all had little or no experience with developmental tecniques

for teaching basic reading and writing
skills4.-0,nd_many_praterred-ter----------

teach only literature rather than literacy.

The in-service training seminars, therefore, were essential to

prepare these teachers for the project, to provide motivation for the'

new approach, and to demonstrate techniques for employing the

materials.. As the seminars progressed, teachers observed reading .

and writing growth among their students and gained confidence in

their own abilities to cope with-students' remedial English problems.

3.2 Teacher evaluations-of the in-service seminar, submitted

anonymously, reflected the teachers' sense of accomplishment with

the materials:

I can only reiterate that I have seen very marked.
.

imprOVement in writing organization skills and ability
to stand up under the stress of,examination.,

...other teachers in my school are amazed at the
results.

The majority of the students...rejoiced in their
progress.

It was a delight to teach structured', developmental
.lessons_again.. For the_students-it-was-anove.lty-,-- The
class obViouslv enjoyed and profited from the course.
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I experienced greater confidence in my lessons because
they were so highly structured. I know exactly where I
was going for the week and what I wanted to achieve each
day.

My own personal enthusiasm for the project tended to
carry over to the students involved. They sensed the
logic inherent in the program and bought it. They felt
that they were given the tools and could write quite
readily on any given topic.

I gained insight into how a remedial class should
be structured.

4. The fourth purpose of the Project, to evaluate progress of students
\

within a.rid across groups, was achieved through continual and vari..2d

measurement techniqUes:. curr iculunL-Jaasect afkdaraizeclte-st-s

questionnaires, writing apprehension scale, olassroom essays, and.essay
_

teste-.

4.1 Curriculum-based reading tests, administered to students at

the beginning and end of the fall semester, revealed that the high

school experimental group students achieved reading scores that were

signifiCantly higher than those of the'control group students. There

were no significant differences between the reading scores of the

co1le4e groups.

4.2 Curriculum-based English error recognition tests, administered

to all students at the beginning and end of the fall semester, revealed

no significant differences between the high school experimental and

control groups. The college experimental groups, however, scored

significantly higher than the college control groups.

4.3 Standardized vocabulary and reading comprehension (Iowa) tests,

administered to ell'students at the beginning and end of the spring

semester revealed: in vocabulary, no statistically significant
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differences between groups; and in.reading comprehension, while there

were no statistically significant differences between high school

groups, the college experimental group achieved-statistically signifi-

clt scores in comparison to the college control group. .

4.4 Standardized English (Stanford) tests, administered to all.

students at the beginning and end of the spring semester, revealed

no statistically significant differences betw&en all experimental

and control groups.

4.5 A:Writing Appxe.417e7n7sion7.1n-strument, measuring students' fear .

of writing, administcred to all groups at the beginning and end of the

spring semester, reveided moeerate apprehension levels among all students.

4.6 Ongoing essay evaluations revealed statistically significant

improvement in therexperimental-group in-contrast-to the control--

groups. Essay tests administered at the beginning and end of both

semesters revealed that approximately 80% of the experimental group

students improved in their w1.1.tten work, whereas approximately 45%

of the control group students improved. These evaluations were made

by trained readers who had no connection with this project. According

to the judgments of experimental group teachers, these findings were

corroborated by steady indications of improvement in several essays

written, during the semester, by experimental group students. This

improvement occurred in major factors which are important in writing:

ideas, organization, sentence structure (gros s errors), wording, and

punctuation. These positive results indicate that the TAP materials,

properly utilized, led to significant improvement in writing as

opposed to other methods of instruction used in the control groups.
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5. The fifth purpose, to achieve constructive articulation between New York

City high schools and.CUNY, was achieved primarily by a single in-service

training program for high school teachers and.college interns.

5.1 The in-service training workshops and seminars provided

opportunities for high school teachers and college interns (1) to

learn and exchange information about methods, standards, and

purposes of remedial English teaching; (2) to discuss problems

students had in making the transition from high school to college

English courses; and (3) to modifY the goals and content of their

courses so that greater continuity between the two levels might

occur.

5.2 Instruction in the use of the curriculum-materials-provided both

groups of teachers with specific methods for achieving this continuity.

Analysis of TAP design and application gave each group valuable

insights into processes for the development of remedial English

curricula and the interrelationships between secondary and post-

secondary English.

5.3 Beyond the seminars, further articulation was achieved in

many high schools where department chairmen received and disseminated

teacher. traini:ig information.

5.4 A high school supervisor visited the high school teachers

frequently and repOrted at the in-service seminars on his observations..

College interns also reported their experiences with TAP instruction

at the seminars and to the doctoral faculty at The Graduate Center

of. CUNY.
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5.5 The Division of High Schools of the.New York City Board of

Education was kept informed of progress throughout this project so

that it might utilize the information for purposes of articulation.

't.Recommendations

1

The foregoing findings lead the investigators to recommend the
J_

follOwing:

Recommendation 1: Develop Accurate Student Profiles

It is common knowledge that national literacy levels, now at a record

low, have been dedlining steadily over the past twenty years. In 1975,

the Scholastic Aptitude Test scores continued their downward trend

of the past ten years; the latest report of the National Assessment of

Educational Progress showed severe declines in the past four years in the

writing skills of 13- and 17-year-olds; a corresponding study in reading

by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare showed lower scores

in 1975 than a de-cade before. In addition, a recent Census Bureau survey

indicates that of those Americans who speak English as a Second Language,

a majority have problems with it..

Although many educators speculate that departure from t:raditional

college-preparatory curricula may be the cause for.this decline, no single

cause can be cited with confidence. What is apparent is that very little

is known about specific student populations and their specific learning

needs and problems.

1.1 It is recommended, therefore, that in high School and college

remedial programs, and regular programs as well, precise information

9 6
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-about students be obtained so that appropriate materials and instruc-
. .

tional modes may e selected and implemented.

1.2 It is further recommended that student'brofiles be compiled

periodically within each high school, college, counseling or research

center so that curricula can be modified continually.

Recommendation 2: Use Suitable Instructional Materials and Restructure
Courses

The decline in reading skills of students in the senior high schools

and colleges haa evoked response from publishers who, according to a

New York Times-article (November 7, 1974)., now issue simplified college

texts to meet the needs of poor readers. Although some college English--

texts are now at appropriate reading levels, they still do not reflect a

correlation of reading instruction with writing instruction.

Teachers, generally, are obliged to make the reading-writing connection

themselves. No doubt Many do so successfully. In this Study, however, high

success rates were not apparent among control groups, where specific corre-

lated materials were not in use. This is not to place blame on a singleoft
;group. Indeed, some educators feel that educational researchers are the ones

"who pushed the Humpty DUmpties of reading and writing off the wall of

kinship and broke them into so many-pieces that it will take at least all

the king's men to put them back together again so that a child oncemore

can learn to read and write" (Miles Meyers, Changing Education, May 1976).

Because of correlatecrreading and writing materials utilized in this

study, improvement and satisfaction in writing was achieved by three out of

. four students in the experimental groups. This-instruction was delivered

in a highly structured sequencd that resulted in this.success rate, which

was far-greater than that achieved from other.instructional modes. This
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finding supporte Neville Bennett's* claim that the best results in En6lish

come from formal instruction, the poorest from informal approaches.

2.1 It is recommended, therefore, that teachers be encouraged to
.

experiment with correlated reading-writing materials and highly

'structured teaching modes. To this end, opportunities should be

provided for classroom teachers to do so.

2.2 It is recommended, further, that a full complement of correlated

reading-writing curricula be developed for all levels of high school

and college English courses so that students may experience continuity

in instruction.

2.3 It is recommended, as well, that curriculum modifications be

made continually and that greater time allotments be made for class-

room instruction where warranted.

2.4 Implicit in these curricular reeommendations is the probability

that some students, as in this study, may not be responsive to the

correlation of reading and writing skills and other structured modes.

For these students, it is recommended that alternate modes of instruc-

tion be devised and encouraged.

2.5 Further, because many teachers carry heavy teaching and service

loads, it is recommended that other studies be conducted by qualified

research personnel so that additional solutions may be found for the

problems of remedial education.

Recommendation 3: Improve Pre-Service and In-Service Training in En lish
Remediati

If glish teachers are to be prepared properly, colleges and graduate

schools need to reexamine traditional curricula for English majors. The

*Neville Bennett, Teaching Styles and Pupil Progress, 1976
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addition of pre-service courses in the teaching of reading and expository

_-
writing, in Correctiye and remedial English, and, above all, an internship

program that permits students to acquire experience in the field, can re-

vitalize graduate English programs by better adapting them to current needs.

Most English teachers presently employed in the field are neither

trained nor equipped for remedial work, having been prepared in colleges

-and graduate schools as instructors of literature. Few have had sufficient

training in linguistics or language skills, as is reported in studies such

as Bossone's The Training and Work of California Public Junior College

Teachers of English (1964) and Bossone & Weiner's The City University English,

Teachers: A Self-Report Regarding Remedial Teaching. These studies further

report that most teachers view themselves as teachers of literature rather

than of literacy. Thus, most are unable to cope effectively with remedial

reading and writing problems, and many freeli admit their inadequacy. As has

been demonstrated in this study, English teachers seek such training._,_.

3.1 It is recommended, therefore, that colleges and graduate schools

incorporate within their degree programs pre-service and in-service

training im English skills instruction.

3.2 .It is further recommended that college and university depart-

ments of education and of English work cooperatively to desian an

appropriate training program for prospective teachers of remedial

English, training that would allow for internships.

Recommendation 4: Increase Emphasis on Accountabilicy

The decline of literacy among students nationwide has coincided with.

the rising cost of educational process itself. Public confidence in the

high school diploma and even the college degree has been undermined by the
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poor performance levels of graduates who cannot qualify for, demanding jobS.

As a recent'Wall Street Journal article (January 16, 1976). states: "To some,

(underemployment) merely reflects what they see as general decline in the

abilities.that educational credentials represent these days. Personnel

administrators, for example, complain that surprising numbers of applicants

can't spell or do simple arithmetic with speed and accuracY. As one employer

puts it, 'High-school diplomas just don't mean what they used to, and it'§

the same for college degrees.'"

School administrators and education leaders have also contributed to

this loss of confidence. Recently, for instance, Charles G. Clark,

Hawaii's new school superintendent, was reported (San Juan Star, April 11,

1976) to have Said that "students who cannot read should be awarded the high

school diploma anyway . . . A diploma should be based on attendance and not

on academic achievement. . . . Some students 'will never learn to read in

spite of everything that has been done for them' and they should not be

'punished' for their failures:"

In addition, 'colleges, faced with a rising number of underprepared'

^
students, have hastily initiated and inadequately implemented remedial

English programs. And where they have failed, the programs have been quietly

abandoned without a single written, record of their achievements or failures.

A'deCline in academic standards in New York schools and colleges, as

in most institutions nationwide, has 'aiso contributed to the loss of"public

confidence in.ediic±ation and concomitantly to legislators' reluctance to fund

education fully. Acco,rding to the 1974 Podell study, as reported by The New

York Times (September 2, 1974), excellence of academic achievement does not'

have a standard meaning at the 18 different campuses of CUNY. Also,
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grade variances were seen among the different disciplines.

4.1 In order to reestablish public confidence in the high sch9o1

diploma and the college degree, it is recommended that the New York City

high schools and colleges of The City University evolve common goals

and criteria for achievement in the basic skills, similar to those

iffiplemented in this study.

4.2 It is also recommended that a city-wide conference be called

on minimum competency in the basic skills, a conferenCe charged with

the difficult task of identifying ways to define and measure these

competencies. Perhaps in this way confidence in the high school diploma

and the college degree will be restored and a working basis for account-

ability will be established.

Recommendation 5: Develop Effective Articulation Between High Schools and
Colleges

Individual students as well as the public have borne heavy costs in time

and tax dollars as a result of inadequate coordination between schools and

colleges. An educationally efficient continuum of learning in high school

is essential to eliminate obstacles to college enrollment for students who

desire a college education. Whether or not these students stay and succeed

in college depends very largely on the quality and effectiveness of their

English instruction in high school. Articulation to this end between secondary

and higher education deserves more attention.

5.1 It is recommended, therefore, that throughout the nation strong

cooperative efforts between high schools and colleges be implemented.

In this way, the literacy levels of high school graduates and incoming

freshmen can.be upgraded significantly.
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5.2 ft is further recommended that the New York City Board of

Education and the Board of Higher Education of The City University

adopt strong resolutions requiring,that articulation practices:between

the-to systems be expanded and enhanced.

Concluding Statement

The results of this study suggest 'that improvement in written composi-
.

tion is not impossible to measure or achieve; that tests, test conditions,

and methods Of instruction, when employed properly, can reflect and contribute

to writing improvement; and that research dealing with remedial English does

not have to remain an unexplored,trritory.

In this study, we have presented what we believe to be accurate and

complete data on how effective teaching and learning in the area of remedial

reading and writing might be measured. These data served as the basis for

our recommendations and will be, we hope, the basis for further research.

In calling for such research, we urge that studies include continual and

varied evaluation procedures so thgt impressionistic reports are not the

sole criterion for jud4ing instructional effectiveness.

---
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LIST OF INSTRUCTORS AND INTERNS pARTICIPATING IN.THE STUDY

Baruch College

Brooklyn College,

Hunter College

John Jay College

Queensborough Community College

Anthony DiMatteo
Professor Louis Gioia
Vivia Heron
Lora Kahn
Diane Marks
Professor-Robert Scotto
Carol Tillona
Charles Whitney

Professor Thomas Boyle
Amy Ehrlich
Professor,Virginia Morris

Alan Bailin
Professor Phyllis Edelson
Donna Poler

Patricia Rudden
Sarah.Schachter
Professor Lucille Shandloff

Professor William Coleman
Barry Capella
Michael Contreras
Andrea Geffner
Professor Lee Jenkins
Professor Pat Licklider
Professor Virginia Morris
Giselle Neuschloss
Kathleen Paradiso
Professor Charles Pilch
Katherine Williams'

Professor John Brereton
Betty Engelberg
David Mark
Jeffrey Shapiro
Linda Weinhouse

John Adams High School Rhyllis Lehrman

Aviation High School Sally Cohen
Lawrence Fox
Esther Pantofel

Bayside High SchoOl Marjorie Helm.
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.4

LIST OF INSTRUCTORSAND INTERNS PARTICIPATING IN THE STUDY
(CONTINUED)

Bryant High School

Christopher Columbus High School

Curtis High School

DeWitt Clinton High School

Haaren High School

John Jay High School.

Sidney Seifer

Laurence Arlen

Doris Thomson
Rashelle Trefousse.

Esther Nolan

Sol Lida
Angela Stouman

Roberta Hunter
William Hunter
George Merolla

Andrew Jackson High School Phyllis Goldman

Newtown High School

_Richmond 11!ill High School

F. D. Roosevelt High School

Sheepshead Bay High School

South Shore High SohooI

Ann Cahill
Leah Malkin

Lynne Greenfield
Theresa Oropallo-

Anne Petsas

Carmela Chirico
Laurence Vide

G. Ben Dachs
.Joyce Fuller

Springfield Gardens High School Hariett Cohen

Tottenville High School Marilyn Aronson
Rosalie Giordano
Mary-Ellen Merrill

Washington Irving High School Anne Toboroff
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HOW I .e.b.ta, ABOUT WRITING

DIRECTIONS: Below axe a series of statements about writing. Thereare no right or wrong answers to these statements. _Please indicatethe degree to which each statement applies to you by circling theappropriate response, using this code:

SA = Strongly Agree
A = Agree
U = Uncertain
D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

While some of the statements may teem repetitious, take your time andtry to be as honest as possible. Thank you for your cooperation.

1. I avoid writing
SA A U ,D SD2. I have no fear of my viiting being evaluated SA .A U D SD3. I look forward to writing down nzr ideas
SA. A IT D SD4... I am afraid of writinc essays when I know theywill beevaluated
SA A U D SD5. Taking a commosition course is a very frightening

experience
SA A U D SD6. Handing in a composition makas me feel good SA A U D SD7. My mind seems to go blank when I start to work on a

composition
SA A U D SD8. EXpressing ideas through writing seems to be a waste oftine
SA A U D SD9. I would enjoy submitting my writing to magazines for

evaluation and'publication
SA A U D100 I like to write my ideas down
SA A U D SD11. I feel confident in my ability to clearly express my ideasin writing
SA A U D SD12. I like to have my friends read what I haw written SA A U D SD13. I'm nervous about writing
SA A U D SD14. People seem to enjoy what I vrite SA A U D SD15. I enjoy writing
SA A U D SD16. I never seem to be able to Clearly write down my ideas SA A U D SD17. Writing is a lot of fum
SA A U D SD18. I expect to do poorly in composition classes even 'before Ienter them
-SA A U D SD19. I like seeing nv-thoughts on pamer SA ,A U D SD20. Discussing Irv-writing with others is an enjoyal4e

experience
SA A U D SD-21. 71: have a terrible time organizing rmy ideas in a compositioncourse
SA A U D SD22. When I hand in a composition I ?mow I'm going to do poorly SA A U D SD23. It's ea.5y for me to write good canpositions SA A U D In)24. I don't think I write as well as most other people SA A U D SD25. I don't like ray compositions to be evaluated SA A U D SD26. I'm no good at writing
SA A U D SD
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.Student's naMe:

Teacher=s Name:

STUDENT ESSAY PROFILE

Class:

Week essay written/TAP # 4/#2B 61#313 9/#6 11/#8
.

Date essay written

Ideas
.

Organization
. .

Sentence Structure

Wording

Punctuation,'Mechanics, Spelling

GROSS ERRORS:
The Rua-On Sentence

The Sentence Fragment
......

.

Incorrect PrinciPal Parts o
the Verb

...,

.

Lack of Agreement of Subject
and Verb

__

Incorrect Case of Pronoun

ell.'
,
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TABLE 30

FALL 1975, pRg STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND.

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp.

%** L

.

216
53

47

Collep Cont.

391
57

. 43

243 ,_

Ad

155

49

51

i

Sex-
. Male
Female

Giade 391 246
10 . . 1 0

11 76 49
12 23 51

Age 391 244 216 155
14 1 0 0 0

15 14 9 0 , 0

16 51 46 0 1

17 25 39 19 19
18 6 4 57 '' 64
19 2 1 11 12
20+ 0 0 13 4

Marital Status 380 244 213 152
Single_ 99 98 96 98
Married 1 0 2 1

Widowed 0 1 1 0

Separated 0 0 1 1

Divorced 0 1 0 0

Language used
at home 398 247 214 156

English
Spanish

79

11
.

84

"J

80
12

82

a

Italian 2 1 2 ' 3

French 0 0 1 0

Other 8 6 5 7

Language used
wfth friends 390 244 211 152

English 94 95 96 95
Spanish 3 3 2 2
Italian 0 *0 0 1
French 0 0 0 0
Other 3 2 2 2

-
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TABLE 30

(continued)

FALL 1975, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAXRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

High School Exp, High School Cont. Colle9e Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %** n* %**. n* %**

'How long in
the USA 377 243 209 147

:Morn and -
.

.

lived. here 82 78 80 82
Born here but
lived'abroad
More than
10_years 2 5 1 1

Born Abroad
and came
here as an

. .,
infant 5 8 8 7

Born abroad
and lived

. :

here less
than 5 years 7

.

7 10 9
Born abroad
and lived
here leis
than 2 ears 2 1 1

Father's Occupation 353 217 183 132
Professional 9 10 8 11
Non-
professional 34 37 33 33

Laborer 26 26 31 30
Unemployed 5 4 7 4
Other 26 23 . 21 22-

Family thinks
education is
important 386 242 210 149

Yes 99 99 99 99
No 1 : 1 1. 1

Outside Job 371 ,1 232 205 148
Yes 35 39 42 49
No 65 ', 61 58 51
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TABLE 30
(continued)

FALL 1975, ng STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

High School Exp. High School.Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %**

Hours of'work 130 80 87 75
5 hrs. or
less 14 11. 6 4

6-10 hrs. 23. 19 11 17
11-15 hrs.: 15 23 22 13
16 hrs. or
more 48 47 -.61 66

Job inteferes
with your work

-

128 81 87 74
1 2 1 4.Always

,- Sometimes 43 52 58 58
Never 56 46 41 38

Preference about
work 144

_

90 82 74
Rather work

.

than go
.

to school 40 34, 24 20-
Rather go

. to school .

than work 60 65 76 80

Most time-
consuming activity
outside of school 415 258 210 , 150

,

Job- 11 11 18 21
Homework 14 16 19 26 -

Family duties 13 16 19 12
Social
activities 54 48 40 37

Other 8 9 4 4

Number of
.

English classes 378 238 216 151
.

1 required
course 83 84 67 62
2 required
courses 12 11 28 34

1 elective
course

.

1 1 1 1
Required and
elective
courses 4 3 --- -3
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TABLE 30
Coontinued)

FALL 1975 PRE STUDENT .QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

High School Exp.1Bigh School Cont.
n* . %**

College Exp.
n* %**

College Cont.
n* %**

English courses .

itaken-in.addition
to regular schoo,1

English courses.- 393 216 207 153
Summer_school 5 .6

- Night school
..
0 1 2

Summer and
night school 0 0 1 1

.Private

tutoring and.
. _

language
school 6 1 1 1

None of these-

.
only regular
school
classes 86 92 92 90

Cuts English class 383 246 206 148
Never 59 63 63_. --- 66
Rarely 31 28 31 31
Twice a month 6 6 5-. 2'
Once a week 2 2 1 0
More than once
a week 2 1 0 1

Self-description
of school.record 386 242 204 144

Honor student
, 3 4 4. 3

Average in
some courses

.

excellent in .

others 22 29 35 35
Average student 43 39 39 36
Average in
some courses
have

_

difficulty
in others

. 27 25 20 24
Below-average 5 3 2 2
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TABLE 30
(continued)

FALL 1975, PRg STUDENT WESTXONNAXRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKdROUND

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %**

-

Satisfied with
.

,

school record 390 242 200 142
Yes 27 25 27 27

.

Somewhat 42 44 46 53
No 31 31 27 20

Likes to do homework 391. 242 207 141
Yes 13 13 18 23
Somewhat 40 41 51 58
No 47 46 31 19

Thinks grades will
.

affect future life 391 248 203 143
Yes 55 57 56 61
Somewhat 30 29 30 29
No 15 .14 14 10

English is
favorite subject 379 241 206 143

Yes ' 18, 20 17 17
No 82 80 83 83

--- _

*This coluAn reports the number of students who responded to each.item. In the
high school experimental group, 391 students answered the'questionnaire. In the
high schpol control group, 243 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental. group, 216 answeied the questionnaire. In- the' college control
group, 155 students answered the questionnaire. If,the number of students in a
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total; it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a,group who responded to a given item is larger than-the.group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.
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TABLE 31

FALL 1975, pRg STUDENT QUESTIONNATHB

EDUCAT1ONAL'AND ChREER GOALS

4.

. High School Exp. High School Cont. College Ex2. CollegeCont...
n * %** n* %** n* %** n* %**

Kind of college
ians.to attend 384 241

CUNY 2-yr.
college 19 20

CUNY 4-yr.
.

college 28 32 .

NYC'private
college 6 9

CollegeOutside
of NYC 24 18

No plans to
attend college , 23 21

Primary reason
for wanting a
college education 390 242

.

,

!

Choose a career 34 36
Prepare for
a job 25 26

Please family 3 2
Gain knowledge 18 17
No plans to
attend college 20 19

Primary reason
for having decided

.

-EO come to college. 193 143
Choose a career 36 36
Prepare for
a job 33 . 27

Please family 2 ,3
Gain-knowledge 27

,

30 ,

Other
. 2 4

Has plans
to graduate
from college

-
,

200 148
Yes
No .

99

1

99
1

.

.

.

.
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TABLE 31
(continued)

FALL.1975, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

EDUCATIONAL AND CAREER GOALS

High School EXp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
%** n* %** n* %**

.

Career Goals 366 235 210 153
. Professional 39 35 62 64Non-

profesSional 20 25 17 10
$. Laborer 2 .2 1 2

Undecided 19 19 10 12
Other

. 20 19 10 12

...Expected starting
.salary at chosen .

career 385 239 109 152
$5,000-$10,000 11 9 8 8

$10,000-$15,000 18 15 31 22
$15,000-$20,000 12 16 22 17
Vo'idea 59 60 39 , 53

Expect.a better
job than.parent's 383 227 202 146

Yes 80 75 94 92
No 20 25 6 8

,

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each iterit. In the
high school experimental group, 391 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control .group, 243 answered the questionnaire. In the-college
experimental group, 216 answered the questionnaire. In the college ,control".
group, 155 students answered the questionnaire. If the number-Offstiidentt'in a
group who.responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students.did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a. group who responded to a-given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given iteril.

**Percentage may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.
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TABLE 32

FALL 1975, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

READING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %**

Likes to read 385 245 208 155
Yes 69 69 74 P 66
No 31- 31 26 34

Self-evaluation of
reading ability 386 242 207 151'

Very'good 35 40 19 22
Fair 61 59 76 71
Poor 4 1 5 7

Wants to improve
reading skills 389 239. 209 151

Yes 85
..

84 97 97
No 15 16 3 3

Likes to study
reading skills 393 240 203 149

Yes 43 37 57 .51
No 57 63 43

vo
49

Usually under-
stands all of
reading assignments 385

_

241 209 152
Yes 67 76 65 59
No 33 24 35 41

Remembers what
is read 392 240 207 148

Most of _

the time'
. 90 92 91 86

Not usually 10 8 9 14

Satisfied with
reading education
up to now 389 238 205 153

Yes 62 65 47 43
No 38 35 53 57

Believes English
class will help
to improve reading 377 242 199 149

Yes 69 62 81 81
No 31 38 19 19

A"
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TABLE 32
(continued)

FALL 1975, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

READING: ATTITUDES AWD INTERESTS

High SchooiExp. High School Cont. College Exp.
n* %**

College Cont.
n* %**

Would like to be
in a'special class

_._

to improve reading 381 1239 199 148
.Yes 26 .21 33 41
No 74 79 67 59

Reads the newspaper 385 242 210 151
Daily 50 52 51 50
Sometimes 30 24 28 27.

' Most days 17 22 20 19
Never 3 2 1 -4

Reads Magazines 387 242 217 148
Weekly 28 27 .28 30
Most weeks 14 12 15 10
Monthly 12 12 12 16

Sometimes 41 46 43- 40
Never 5 3 2 4

Preferred reading 425 280 219 17
Biography/
history 11 5 21 15

Mysteries 26 26 25 25

Love stories
sports 26 27 '22 22

Science
.

fiction novels 24 26 24 31

Other 13 .16 a 7

Reading as part
of job 382 231 207 144

Large part 10 c - 8 12 11

Small part 16 13.- 17 20

Not at all 24 26 32 38

. No job 50 53 39 31
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TABLE 32
(continued)

FATZ 1975, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

READING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp.- High School'Cont.'College Exp. College Cont.
n* % * * n* % * * n* %** n* %**

Believes reading
will be important
in career__

Yes
No

370

81

19

241

80
20

206
93

7

149
89
11

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 391 stude7,ts answered the queStionnaire. In the
high school control group, 243 answered questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 216 answered the questionnaire. In the college control
group, 155 students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in a
group who'responded to a given.item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the grouP total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.-
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TABLE 33

FALL 1975, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

WRITING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Ex.. High School Cont.
n* %**

College Exp.
%**

College
n*

Cont.
n* %** n* %**

Likes to wrii;:e 376 244 209 146
Yes 63

--,-
61 56 53

. No 37 39 44 47

Self-evaluation . .

as a writer 379 247 211 147
Very good 21 19. 9 24
Fair 68 73 70 66
Poor 11 8 . 21 10

Wants to'improve
writing ability 383' 232 208 146 ,

Yes 82 i78 .97 97
No 18

. 22 3 3

Likes to study
writing 10111s 381

. 238 208 147
Yes 38 32 62 58
*No 62 68 38 42

Believes school has
taught enough
about writing ' 383 239 205 148

Yes 54 51 32 '30
No 46 49 68 70

Wants to know
more about.grammar 382 238 209 149

Yes .64 59 83 85
No 36 41 17 15

Wants to know
more about
organization
in writing 383 239 209 149

.

Yes 77 74 96 93 .-
No 23 26 4 7

Wants to know
more about spelling 386 239 - 209- 150

Yes 68 61 79 81
No '32. 39 21 19
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TABLE 33
(continued)

FALL 1975, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

WRITING: ATTITUDES AND /NTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %**

n* Rot* n* %** n* %**

Believes English
class wili help to
improve writing 381 239 206 150Yes 76 78 91 93No 24 22 9 7

Wants to be in a
special class to

.

.improve writing 378 238 206 146Yes 26 26 45 50No 74 74 55 50

Prefers to do
writing assignments 380 240 210 143-In class 19 17 17 29At home 67 72_ 67 59In library

7' 11 9Elswhere 7 4 5 3

Prefers to write 392 247 201 144School essays 28 33 44 46Poems 12 13 9 5Letters
_ 31 30 32 . 27Newspaper
articles 8 7 6 12Other 21 17 9 10

_
Writing is part
of job 374 243 208 152Large part 12 12 12 13Small part

. 15 12 .16 23Not at all 21 23 31 30No job 52 53 41 34
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TABLE-33

(continued)

FALL_1975, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

WRITING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont: College Exp. College Cont.
n* % * * n* % * * n* % * * n* % * *

Believes writing
will be important
in career

Yes
No

366 242 202 139
72 68 84 81.
28 32 16 19

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 391 students answered the questionnaire. In thehigh school control group, 243 ansWered the questiOnnaire. In the college
experimental group, 216 answered the questionnaire. In the college control
group, 155 students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in a
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond tb the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.
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TABLE 34

FALL 1975, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

PROBLEMS IN READING AND WRITING

High School Exp. High School cont2211222_Emt_2211232_22rit.
* so* n* %**

Self-description
csf major-

reading problems 406 271 __- 288 199
Inability to
grasp central
idea 11 11 10 13-Inability
to grasp
supporting
ideas 18_ 19 20 21

Inability to
understand
mood or tone
in literature 14 15 15 20.Inadequate
vocabulary 29 28 24

Inability to
.24

- underStand
meaning-of
words in
.-context 17 20 19 14

.Other 11 11 8 8
.
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TABLE 34
(continued)

FALL 1975, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

PROBLEMS IN READING AND WRITING

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %**

Self-description
of Major

.

writing problems 545 346 395 266 .

Insufficient
. ideas 14 -19 13 13

Inability to
organize

.

21 21 24 28
Commitment of
gross errors r
in grammar 19 19 16 15

Inadequate
knowledge of
punctuation
and mechanics 17 14 17 18

Inability to
spell 11 12 14 a

Poor diction
and vocabulary 13 10 -14 17

Other .

5 5 2 1
.

*Thi.c.- column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 391 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, 243 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 216 answered the questionnaire% In the college control
group, 155 students.answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in a-
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some Students chose more than One answer for the given item.

'-**Percentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.
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TABLE 35

FALL 1975, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

tiligh School Exp. High School Cont: College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* sit** n* %** n* %**

Sex 289 166 158 112Male 58 51 44 49Female 42 49 56 sr

Grade 289 166
11 74 49
12 26 51

_

Age 289 166 158 11214
0 0 0 015 6 1 0 016 50 42 0 017 33 51 6 618 10 4 65 7319 ,1 2 '17 1420+ 0 1 13 6

PreferenCe ,.:".-.

.about work 280 160 152 107
Rather work
than go to
school 42 43

.i
,

26 28Rather go to
school than
work 58 58 74 72

Cuts English class 286 164 156 108Never 68 68 42 43Rarely 25 26 47 52Twice a month 3 4 8 5Once a week 4 1 1 1More than once
a week 1 1 1 0

Satisfied with
- school record

.

289 166 156 124Yes 16 21 18 15Somewhat 44 42 49 50No 40 38 33 36

, Likes to do homework 288 166 158 112Yes 15 7 18 13Somewhat 40 39 53 60No 46 55 29 27
_ 1
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TABLE 35
(continued)

FALL 1975, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %**

Thinks grades will .

affect future life 289 166 157 112
Yes 56 56 56 63
Somewhat 28 32 31 28
No 15 12 13

English is .

favorite subject 286 162 154 110
Yes 17 20 20 15
No - 83 80 81 86

*This4column reports the nuMber of students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 289 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, 166 answered the questionnaire. In the college

,experiMental group, 158 answered the questionnaire. In the college control
group,.112students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in a
grouplAx)responded to.a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item: If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may-not equal--100% because of round±ng,off-to the nearest percent.
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TABLE 36

FALL 1975, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

EDUCATIONAL AND CAREER GOALS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.n* %** so* n* %** n* %**
Kind of college
plans to attend 282 167

CUNY 2-yr.
college 21 21'CUNY-4-yr.
college 28 33NYC.private

.
college 9 8College outside
of NYC

. 19 20 .

No plans to
attend college 23 18

Primary reason
for wanting a
college education 289 167

Choose a career 34 28Prepare for
.

a job . 27 34
.Please family 2 2'Gain knowledge 16 20

.

No plans to
attend college 20 17 ...

Primary reason
for having decided
to come to college

171 123:Choose a career
29 30-Prepare for

.

a job
36 36Please family
3 4Gain knowledge

30 28Other
2

.

2
Has plans
tO graduate.
from college

.

159 116Yes . .

93 96No .

7 4-
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TABLE 36
(continued)

FALL 1975, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

EDUCATIONAL AND CAREER GOALS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %**

Career Goals . 286 157 153 111
Professional 37 40 65 67

Non-
professional 22 24 13 14

Laborer 1 3 2 0

Undecided 14 19° 9 10
Other 26 15 11 9

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item.- In the
high school experimental group, 289 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, 166 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 158 answered the questionnaire.- In the college control
group, 112 students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in .a
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group.total, it
:indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because)pf.rounding off to the nearest percent.
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TABLE 37

FALT. 1975, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

READING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

1 High School Ex.. Hi.h School Cont. Colle.e Ex.. College Cont.
n* %** n* %** n* %** n* %**

Likes to read 289 165 157 113Yes 69 69 74 70No 31 31 26 30

Self-evaluation of
reading ability 289 .

166 158 '110Very Good "33 37 29 19Fair 63 60 67 80Poor ,4 3 4 2
.-

Wants to improve
reading skills 288. 165 157 113Yes 84 85 94 94No 16 15

6 6.

Likes to study
reading skills 287 165 154 112Yes 39 31 53 47jlo 61 69 47 53

Usually under-
stands all of
reading assignments 288 165 . 153 110Yes 74 80 71 64No 26. 20 29 36

Remembers what
is read 287 167 157 111Most of

the time 92 92 90 91Not usually 8 8 10 9

Satisfied with
reading education
up to now 288 165 )

157 112Yes 61 61 46 39No 39 39 54 .61

Believes English
class has helped
to improve reading 286 164 155 111Yes 67 58 56 66No 33 42 44 34
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TABLE 37
.

(continued)

FALL 1975, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

READING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* .A**. n* %**

Would like to be
in a special class

.

....

.to improve reading 288 167 157 111
Yes 22 20 34 32
No 78 .80 66 68

,

Reads the newspaper 299 161 155 112
Daily 49 52 53 . 51
Sometimes 29 30 . 28 32
Most Days 19 17 17 15
Never 3 2 2 2

Preferred reading 326 181 192 130
Biography/

. history 13 9 19 21
Mystery/
detective. 23 24 21 15
Love stories/
-sports ,27 27 25 24
Science
fiction 26 29 26. 29

Other 12' 11 10 12

Reading as part
of job : 285 164 159. 112 .

Large part 9 6 16 17
Small part 16 17 21 21
Not at.all 26 25 30 29
No.job 50 53 32 33



TABLE 37
(continued)

FALL 1975, POST-STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

READING: ATTITUDES AND INTE16STS

11.1.91.-A21:122L----,--BihSchoolCont:Con.-a----e"---.--.E-E------E--"ColleContn* %** n* %** n* %** n* %**
,

Believes reading
will be important
in career 282 160 156 112

Yes 78 4 77 92 88
No 22 23 8 12

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 289 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, 166 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 158 answered the questionnaire. In the college control
group, 112 students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in a
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.
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TABLE 38

FALL 1975, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

WRITING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

,
High School Exp. High School ContoCollege Exp. College Cont.'

n* it** n* %** n* %** n* %**.

Like's to write 283 165 157 112

-i- Yes 60 58 61 59
No 40 . 42 39 41

Self-evaluation
as a writer 279 165 157 112

Very good 20 17 11 13
Fair 70

I)
74 76 38.

Poor 11 9 13 .10

Wants to improve
writing ability 284 165 158 112

Yes 82 81 96 97
No .18-- 19 °I 4 3

Likes to study
writing skillt 282- 165 157 112

Yes 42. 35 60 55
No 58 65 40 45

Believes school has
taught enough
about writing 282 164. 159 . 112

Yes 59 51 41 38
No 41

,
49 59 62

Wants to know
more about. grammar 286 164 154 109

Yes 57 63 79 81
No 43 37 21 19

Wants to know
more about
organization
in writing. 289 166 155 112

Yes 73 75 , 87 90
No 27 .25 14

,.

10

Wants to know
more about spelling 286 166 158 113 .

Yes 61 63 74 85
No 40 37 26 15
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TABLE 38
(continued)

FALL 1975, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

. WRITING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %**

.
.

Believes English
class has helped to

.

improve writing 276 165 156 114Yes 83 61 83 88No 17 34 17 12

Wants to be in a
special class to
improve writing 283 164 155 . 110Yes 30 29 49 45No 70 71 51 55

Prefers to do
writing assignments 293 166 156 116

In class 22 21 11 10
At home----

In library
66

8
73
5

*
72
13

64
19Elsewhere 4 2 5 7

Prefers to write 305 168 169 116
School essays 41 43 48 48Poems 14 7 9 : 12Letters 23 25 24 19Newspaper
articles 9 9 7 6Other 13 16 12 15

Writinsis'part
of job . 283 167 156 108

Large part 11 10 .15 19Small part 17 14 18 22Not at all 24 25 34 28No job 48 52 3? 32
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TABLE 38
(continued)

FALL 1975, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIBg

WRITING,: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

Hi.h School Ex.. Hi.h School Cont. Colle e Ex . Colle.e Cont.
n* %**w

Believes writing
will be important
in career

Yes
No

286

71

29

162
63

37

156
.

83

17

113
80
20

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 289 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, 166 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 158 answered the questionnaire. In the college'control
group, 112 students answered the questionnaire; If the number.of students in a. _

group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentageamay not 'qual 100%.because of rounding off to the nearest percent.
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TAHLE 39

FALL 1975f POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

PHU:MD.1S IN READING AND WRITING

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College
n*

Cont.
i**

Self-description - .

of major
.

reading problems 301 190 217 166
Inability to
grasp central

.

idea 9 10 13 13
Inability
to grasp
supporting
ideas. 16 17 14 18

Inability to
understand
mood or tone

a

--

in literature 17 17 18 15
Inadequate
vocabulary 27 28 29 30
Inability to
understand
meaning of
words in
context 20 20 21 17

Other 11 8 6 7



TABLE 39
(continued)

FALL 1.a75, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

PROBLEMS-1N READING AND WRITING

High School Exp.
%**

High School Cont.
n* %**

College Exp.
n*%**

College Cont.
n* %**n*

Self-description
of,:major

wrAing problems 385."- 245 280 188 '

Insufficient
ideas 15 15 13 15

,Inability to .

organize 22 25 21 25
Commitment of
gross errors
in grammar .18 16- 14 12
Inadequate
knowledge of
punctuation
and mechanics 16 14 17 13
Inability to
spell 13 , 12 16 12

Poor diction
.,,and vocabulary 13 12 15 22
Other 4 4 4 2

*This column reports.the number of.students.who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 289 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, 166 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 158 answered the questionnaire. In.the college control
group, 112 students answered the questionnaire. tf the number of students in a
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group tot.al, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.

126

136



TABLE 40

SPRING 1976; PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

High School lixp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %** n* %** n* %**

Sex 417 204 96 32
Male 53 52 43 50
Female 47 48 57 50

Grade 418 204
10 2 0
11 81 93
12 17 7

Age 419 190 96 32
14 0 0 0 0
15 2 4 0 0
16 '50 64 2 0
17

- 34 23 15 13
18 11 7 3.6 38
19 2 2 16 1520+ 0 0 31 34

Marital Status 414 218 94 32
Single 97 100 88 91
Married 1 0 8 9
Widowed 0 0 0 0
Separated 0 0 2 0
Divorced 2 0 2 0

Language used
at home 411 203 93 35

English 77 76 72 69
Spanish 12 14 16 11
Italian 2 3 4 6
French 1 0 2 0
Other 8 6 6 14

Language used
with friends 416 207 108 33

English . 92 94 92 94
Spanieh 2 2 8 6
Italian 0 0 0 0
French 0 0 0 0
Other 5 4 . 0 0
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TABLE 40

(Continued)

SPRING 1976, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.

n* Roc* n* %** n* %** n* %**

How long in
the USA.

,
414 203

.

95 27

Born and
lived here 76 84 67 67

Born here but .

.

lived abroad
more than
10 years 6 1 4 4

Born abroad
and came
ere as an

infant a 7 11 15

Born abroad
and lived
here less
than 5 years a 6 15 11

Born abroad
and lived
here less
than 2 years 2 1 ,, .

Father's Occupation 353 178 70 23

Professional 12 11 7 4

Non-
professional 24 20 27 35

Laborer 32 31 37 30

Unemployed 5 a 10 9-

Other ?.--
30 19 22

Family thinks
education is
important 413 198 96 32

Yes 100 98 99 97

No o 2 1 3

Outside Job 384 188 100 32

Yes 28 26 32 38

No 72 74 68 62
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TABLE 40
(continued)

SPRING 1976, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

High School Ep. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %**. n* Rs** m* %**

Hours of work 114 50 29 12
5 hrs. or .

less 17 6 0 0
6-10 hrs. 25 22 24 17.
11-15 hrs. 25 20

,
21 25

16 hrs. or
.

more 33 52 55 58

Job inteferes
.

your work 118 '29 12
,w1th

Always 7 4 3 8
Sometimes 47 37 59 83
Never 47. 59 37 a

Preference about
work 140 56 25 10

Rather work
than go
to school 36 41 16 10

Rather go
to school
than work 64 59 84 90

Most time-
consuming activity
outside of school 406 199 104 35

Job 10 11 17 26
Homework 18 16 25-. 23
Family duties 15 14 20 26
Social
activities 46 56 35 26

Other 10 4 - 3 0

Number of
'English classes 399 186 122 30.

1 required
course 75 84 64 53
2 required
courses 21 12 33. 43

1 elective
course 1 0 0 0

Required and
elective
courses .

3 3 3 3
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TABLE 42
(continuedr

SPRING 1976, PPE STUDENT. QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

High.School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %** n* %** n* A**

English courses
taken in addition
to regular school
English courses 404 198 95 31

Summer school 9 4 a 6

Night school 2 o 4 6
Summer and
night school

irtvate
tutoring and
language
school

o

4

o

21

o

o

o

o
None of these- I
only regular
school
classes 85 75 87 87

Cuts English Class 403 200 93 . 30
Never 70 74 63 43
Rarely 21 23 35 57
Twice a month 6 3 o o
Onde a week 2 1 1 6
More than once
a week 1 o. o o

Self-description
of school record 398 191 96 30

Honor student 6 7 2 o
Average in
some courses
excellent in
others 25 30 31

.

30
Average
student 42 40 46 47

Average in
some courses
have
difficulty

.

in otherth 25 20 19 13
Below average 2 3 2 10
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TABLE 40
(continued)

SPRING 1976, PRE.STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

SCCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
Is** n* %**

Satisfied with
school record 406 201 95 31

Yes 29 31 23 29
Somewhat 44 38 42 29
No 28 31 35 42

Likes to do homework 406 201 98 31
Yes 17

_- 16 35 32
Somewhat 48 41 54 48
No 35 43 11 19

Thinks grades will
affect future life 409 202 96 31

Yes 53 55 64 81
Somewhat 24 25 29 10
No 24 19 7 10

English is
favorite subject 417 197 112 31

Yes 24 23 26 32
No 76. 77 74 68

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 417 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, 204 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 96 answered the questionnaire. In the college control
group, 32 students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in a
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.
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'TABLE 41.

SPRING 1976, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

EDUCATIONAL AND CAREER GOALS

High School Exp.
st**

High School Cont.211.121ligajITIJLI__
n* %** n* %**n* n* Rs**

_

Kind of college
.

plans'to attend 403. 194
.

CUNY 2-yr. _

college 22 16
CUNY 4-yr. .

.

college 25
.

22
.

NYC private
college 7 5

College outside
of NYC 21 22

No plans to
attend college 25

.

35

Primary reason
for wanting a
college education 413 192

Choose a career 30 30'
Prepare for
a job 25 25

Please family 2 0
Gain knowledge 21 15

.

No plans to
.

attend college 22 31

Primary reason
for having decided

-

-bo-come to college 102 39
Choose a career 41 38
Prepare for
a job 20 23

Please family 2 8
Gain knowledge 36 28
Other 1 3

Has plans

to graduate
from college 91 31

Yes 97 100
No

,
3 0
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TABLE 41

(continued)

,SPRING 1976, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

EDUCATIONAL AND CAREER GOALS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %**

-

Career Goals 352 170 95 32
Professional 38 28 61 66
Non-
professional 26 32 16 13

Laborer 1 2 11. 0
Undecided 15

. 15 13 9Other 20 23 0 13.

Expected starting
salary at chosen
career 407 196 97 31

.$5,000-$10,000 13 7 16 6
$10,000-$15,000 21 21 27 23
$15,000-$20,000

..No idea
10

56
11
61

12

44
13

58

Expect a better
.

job than parent's 399 184 93
. 30

Yes 81 78 98 97
No 19 22 2 3

*This column reports the number of'students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 417 students anSwered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, 204 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group 96 answered the questionnaire. In the college control
group, 32 students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in a
croup who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Tercentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.
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TABLE 42

SPRING 1976, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

READING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp_1_,Hichoo1
n*

Cont. College Exp.
n* %**

College Cont.
n* %**

n* to* so*

Likes to read 407 201 96 32Yes 71 75 79 78No 29 25 . 21 22

Self-evaluation of
reading ability 414 . 199 97 32Very good 30 32 16 16Fair 63 66 77 78Poor 7 2 6 6

Wants to improve
reading skills 412 197 96 32Yes 92 88 97 100No 8 12 3 0

Likes to study
.reading skills 404 195 94 31Yes 51 43 77 65No 49 57 23 35

Usually under-
stands all of
reading assignments 412 197 93 22Yes 67 66 55 77No 33 34 45 23

Remembers what
is read 410 197 95 32Most of

the time 90 94 89 75Not usually 10 6 11 25

Satisfied with
reading education
up to now 406 198 92 31 .Yes 60 68 39 23No 40 32 61 77

Believes English
class will help
to improve reading 400 .

.

199 95 32Yes 76 64 92 88No 25 36 8 12
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TABLE 42
(continued)

-
SPRING 1976, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

REAtaNG: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School ExpdHigh School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* %** n* 50* n* Is**

Would like to be
in a special class
to improve. reading 407

.

191 90 30
Yes 35 32 39 43
No

. 65 68 61 57

Reads the newspaper 404 197 95 32
Daily 48 51 41 44
Sometimes 35 27 36 31
Most dayd 15 21 19 22
Never 2 1 4 3

Reads Magazines 395 203 96 32
Weekly 23 28 25 28
Most weeks 17. 9 20 16
Monthly 13 12 12 12
Sometimes 44 47 41 38
Never 3 4

. 2 6

Preferred reading 398 195 124 34
Biography/
history 13 13 19 24

Mysteries 25 20 27 12
Love stories/
sports 33 32 21 21

Science
fiction/novels 20 23 26 . 29

Other 10 13 6 15

Reading as part
of job 400 193 94 31

Large part 12 6 11 10'
Small part 13 13 18 13
Not at all 25 23 19 32
No job 51 59 51 45
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TABLE 42
(continued)

SPRING 1976, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

READING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
so* n %** n* %** n* %**

Believes reading
will be important
in career

Yes
No

405
86
14

196
84

16

94

97
3

31

90
10

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 417 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, -204 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 96 -answered the questionnaire. In the college control
group, 32 students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in a
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because of roundirg off to the nearest percent.
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TABLE 43

SPRING 1916, FRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

WRITING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp.iCoilege Cont.
n* %** n* %**

Likes' to write 372 198 96
. 30

Yes 72 67 69 63
No 28 33 31 37

Self-evaluation
as a writer 389 . 200 95 31

Very good 22 22 9 3
.. Fair 68 69 78 77

Poor 11 10 13 19

Wants to improve
writing ability 410 196 96 31

Yes 84 83 98 97
No 16 17 2 3

Likes to study
writing skills 406 193 94 29

.._ Yes 44 42 72 69No 56 58 28 31
,

Believes school has
--

taught enough
.

about writing 406 191 92 29
Yes 49 64 30 21
No 51 36 . 70 79

Wants to know
more about grammar 402 191 83 32

Yes 72 68 99 97
No 28 32 1 3

Wants to know
.

more about
organization
in writing 405 194 96 30

Yes 83 74 96 100
No 17 26 4 Al. 0

Wants to know
more about spelling 03 193 96 29.

.

Yes 71, 70 86 100
No 29 30 14 0
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TABLE 43
(continued)

SPRING 1976, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

WRITING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

Hi.h School Ex.. Hi.h School Cont. Colle.e Ex.. Colle.e Cont.
n* A** n* %** n* %** n* %**

Believes English
class will help to
improve writing 387 190 96 24

Yes 82 82 86 100
No 18 18 14 0

Wants to be in a
special class to
improve writing 393 187 92 30

Yes 33 25 99 70.
No 67 75 1 30

Prefers to do
writing assignments 412 191 97 33

In class 20 24 11 15
At home 64 64 60 58
In library 9 10 23 27
Elswhere 7 2 6 0

Prefers to write , 415 192 96 33
School essays 34 34 41 39
Poems 10 9 7 6
Letters 31 30 30 27
Newspaper
articles 8 10 7 18

Other 17 16 15 9
,

Writing is part
of job 383 188 87 29

Large part 15 11 18 17
Small part 15 12 15 7
Not at all 25 18 18 34
No job 45 59 48 41
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TABLE 42

(continued)

SPRING.1976, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

WRITING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* %** n* 10,* n * iv** n* %**

Believes writing
will be important .

in career 387 187 88 27
Yes 77 75 95 81No 23 25 6 19

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In the
high'school experimental group, 417 students answered the questionnaire. In the
-high school control group, 204 answered the questionnaire. In the college

.

experimental group, 96 answered the questionnaire. In the college control
group, 32 students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in a.
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given.item is la.ger than the group total, it
indicates that some students Chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.
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TABLE 44

SPRING 1976, PRE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

PROBLEMS IN READING AND WRITING

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.'
n* ve* n*

. %** n* 40** n* ii**

-

Self-description
of major
reading problems 521 199 141 54

Inability to
grasp central
idea 14- 9 14 9

Inability
to grasp
supporting
ideas

._

19 19 18 20
Inability to
understand
mood or tone
in literature 14 16

.

16 19
Inadequate
vocabulary 25 26 27 30
Inability to
understand
meaning of
words in
context 21 22 21 19

Other 7 9 5 4
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TABLE 44
(continued)

. SPRING 1976, PRE STUDENT OUESTIONNAIRE-

PROBLEMS IN READING AND WRITING

Hi h School Ex . Hi h School Cont. Colleae Ex . Colle e Cont.fl* so* %** 10*. so*

Self-description
of major
writing pkoblems 608 239 17e 64

Insufficient
ideas 10 15 12 8

Inability to
organize 23 18 22 17

Commitment-of
gross errors
in grammar 22 22 24 22

Inadequate
knowledge of
punctuation

_

and mechanics
.

14 14 15 23
Inability to
spell 14 13 12 9

Poor diction
and vocabulary 15 13 14 19

Other .5 5 0 2

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In thehigh school experimentel group, 417 students answered the questionnaire. In thehigh school control group, 204 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 96 answered the questionnaire. In the college control
group, 32 students answered the auestionnaire. If the number of students in a
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a-group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.
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TABLE 45

SPRING 1976, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

.

High School Exp.
.

High School Cont. College Exp.
n* %**

College
n*

Cont.
n* %**

%**

Sex 394 225 98 32
Male 53 51 44 5C

.

Female 47 49 56 50

Grade 395 . 225
10 5 0
11 79 94
12 16 6

Age 394 225 98 30
14 0 0 0 0
15 2 3 0 0
16 42 47 0 0
17 41 38 9 7
IS 15 11 39 40
19 1 .1

.. 15 23
20+ 0 0 37 30

Preference
about work 400 215 95 25

Rather work
than go to

.

school 40 43 19 20
,Rather go to
school,than
work : 60 57 81 80

Cuts English class 398 230 94 32
Never 63 71 39 19
Rarely 29 24 51 63
Twice a month 2 3 8 19
Once a week 3 0 2 0
More than once
a week 3 1 0 0

Satisfied with
school record 422 235 92 31

Yes 19 20 15 23
Somewhat 41 45 44 42
No 40 35 41 35

Likes to do hoMework 419 214 97 32
Yes 14 13 32 25
Somewhat 48 45 54 63
No 38 42 14 13
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TABLE 45

(continued)

--SPRING 1976, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACkGROUND

High School Exp: igh School Cont: College Exp:-Eollegs*Cont.
n* %** n* %**

,

Thinks grades will .

affect future,life 407 226 94.. 32
.Yes. 55 52 59 66Somewhat 29 30 28 22
.No-. 16 19 14 13

English .is ,_ __
favorite aubject 390 215 86 20Yes 25 21 22 33No 75 79 78 67

*This column reports the number of students Who responded to each item. In thehigh school experimental grou p,.394 students answered the questionnaire. In thehigh school control group, 225 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 98 answered the questionnaire. In .the college control
group, 32 students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students'in agroup'who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of stdaents

. in a group who responded to a given item is larger 'than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose'more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal.100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.

N.B. The spring semester student questionnaire were pre and post paired.The data were then hand-tabulated. The small differences in the numbersbetween some pre andpost cells are attributable to human error in counting
large numbers many times.
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TABLE 46

.SPRING 1976, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

EDUCATIONAL AND CAREER GOALS

High School Exp.
so*

High School Cont.
n* %**

College Exp.
n* it**

College
n*

Cont.
n* it**

Kind of college
plans to attend

CUNY 2-yr.
377 210

college 23 21
CUNY 4-yr.
college 23 24

NYC private .

. college 7 4
College outside
of NYC 17 16

No plans to
attend college 30 34

Primary reason
for wanting a

.

college education 367 210
Choose a career 28 28
Prepare for
a job 26 25

Please family. 1 2

Gain knowledge 22 16
No plans to
attend college 23 29

Primary reason
for having decided
to come to college 99 39

Choose a career 29 28
Prepare for
a job 25 26

Please family 5 5
Gain knowledge 38 38
Other 2 3

Has plans
to graduate
from college

Yes .

90

97
32

97
-No 3 3
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TABLE 46
(continued).

SPRING 1976, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

EDUCATIONAL AND CAREER GOALS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont. i

n* Rt* n* so* n* %** n* %**

Career Goals 347 . 199 89 35
Professional 38 29 69 63
Non-

.

professional 27
. 31 _. . 20 26

Laborer 3 3 0 0
Undecided 13 16 4 9

'. Other_.
.... 19 22 . 7

*This column reports the number of students'who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 394 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, 225 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 98 answered the questionnaire. In the college control
group, 32 students answered the-questionnaire. If the number of students in a
group who responded to agiven item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than'one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.

N.B. The spring semester student questionnaires were pre and post paired._
The data were then hand-tabulated. The small differences in numbers
between some ,pre and post cells are attributable to human error in counting
large numbers many times.
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TABLE 47

SPRING 1976, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

READING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont.
n* sis**

College Exp.
n* %**

College Cont.
n* %**

n* %**

Likes to-read 402 225 98 31Yes 74
73 79 -777No : 26 27 21 23

Self-evaluation of
_reading ability 405 229 96 32Very Good 27 28 28 19Fair

. 69 66 68. 78-Poor . 4 5 4 .3

:Wants.to improve
.reading 'skills 405 231 98 31Yes 90 81 99 97No

. 10 19 1 3

Likes to study .

readingskills 376 228
.

98 32Yes 50 40 68 59No
, 50 60 32 41

Usually under-
.

stands all of
____________ _____________

,

__...._ _ _ . . _ .. _. _ . ____

reading assignments 400 235 98 31
Yes 64 69 65 77No 37 31 35 23

Remembers what
is read 400 237 96 32Most of

the time 88 89 96 84Not usually 12 11 4 16

Satisfied with
reading education
up to now 389 227 92 32

Yes- 58 65 60 50No 42 35 40 50

Believes English
class has helped
to improve reading 397 227 97 . 47 .

Yes 68 58 73 89No 32 42 27 11
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TABLE 47
(continued)

'SPRING 1976, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

READING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp.
n* %**

College
n*

Cont.
%**

. -

Would like to be
in a special class
to improve reading 399 228 99 31

Yes . 37 29 47 42
No 63 '71 52 58

Reads the newspaper 404 221 95 32
.

Daily 47 49 40 34
Sometimes 39 36 39 44
Most days 12 15 20. 22
Never 2 0 1 0

Preferred reading 387 232 103 38
Biograohy/ .

history 12 8
.

19 18
Mystery/
detective 23 23 20 13

Love stories/
sports--------

-.

Science
fiction 23 25 27 32'

.0ther 11 10 7 13

.-1

Reading as part
of job 394 231 91 32

Large part 15 10 20 13
Small part 15 16 14 25
Not at all 22 25 . 15 25

. No job 47 49 51 36

147

157



TABLE 47
(continued)

SPRING 1976, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

READING: AWiTUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont.
%**

College Exp.
n* %**

College Cont.
n* %**

Believes reading
will be important
in career 387 211 89 38

Yes 86 84 92 76
No 14 16 8 24

..

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 394 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, 225 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 98 answered the quertionnaire. In the college control
grouP, 32 students answered the questionnaire. If the:number of students in a
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a giVen item is larger.than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose moro than ohe answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% becauSe of rounding off to the nearest'percent.

N.B. The sprihg semester student questionnaires were pre and post paired.
The data were then hand-tabulated. The small differences in numbers
between some pre and post cells are attributable to human error in counting
large numbers many times.
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TABLE 48

SPRING 1976, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

WRITING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High'School Cont. College Exp. College Cont.
n* 50*-. n* %** n* %** n* %**---

.

Likes to write 384 224 95 31
Yes '67 58 61 55
No 33 42 39 45

.

Self-evaluation
as a writer 392

.

223 97 32
Very good 18 15 10 6
Fair 74 74 79 78.
'POOr- 8 10 10 16

Wants to. improve .

. _writing g6ility 404 223 91 31
Yes 83 80 97 97
No 17 20 3 3

Likes to study
writing skills 392 220 90 32

Yes 52 40 78 66No 48 60
_

22 34

Believes school has .

taught enough .

aboUt writing 388 220 89 32
Yes 61 63 47 31
No 39 37

. 53 69

Wants to know
more about-grammar 403 226 61 31

Yes 71 64 91 . 87
No 29 36 9 13

Wants to know
.

more about
'organization
in writing 402 220 90 29

Yes 79 71 93 93
No 21 29 7 7

Wants to know
more about .spelling 400 224 96 34

Yes 75 61 85 85
No 25 39 15 15
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TABLE 48
(continued)

SPRING 1976, POST.STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

WRITING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp.
n* %**

College Cont.
n* %**

Believes English
class has helped to
improve writing 401 223 94 32

Yes 80 72 97 88
No 20 28 .3 12

Wants to be in a
special class to
improve writing 396 227 92 30

Yes 39 73 57 63
No 61 27 43 37

Prefers to do
writing assignments 395 227 95 33

In class 24 26 14 6

At home 60 62 64 67
In library 11 9 18 27

Elsewhere 5 3 3 0

Prefers to write 168 238 98 33

School essays 38 39 . 45 64

Poems 11 16 9 15

Letters 26 32 36 _12

Newspaper
articles 8 7 6 3

Other, 17 6 4 6

Writing is part
of job 397 221 90 32

Large part 14 11 19 16

Small part 17 21 16 31

Not at all 23 24 18 19

No job 46 . -__ 44 48 34

_
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TABLE 48
(continued)

SPRING 1976, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

WRITING: ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp. College Cont. ;

n* %** n* %**

Believes writing
will be important
in career

Yes
No

395

79
21

222

79
21

92

85

15

32
.

84
16

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental.group, 394 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high School control group, 225 answered the questionnaire. In the college,
experimental group, 98 answered the .queStionnaire. In the college,control
groupi-32 students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in,a,
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that some students chose more than one answer for the'gilien' item.

**Percentages may not.equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.

N.B. The spring semester student queStionnaires were pre and post paired.
The data Wer-e then hand-tabulated. The small differences in numbers
between some pre and post cells are attributable to human error in counting
large numbers many times.
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TABLE 49 .

SPRING 1976, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

PROBLEMS IN READING AND WRITING

High School Exp. High School Cont. College Exp.
n* %**

College Cont.
n* %**n* so* n* io*

Self-description
of major ,

reading problems 514 264 3.15 46
Inability to
grasp central
idea 16 15

.

11

.

20
Inability
to grasp
supporting
ideas 16 19 23 15

Inability to
understand
mood or tone
in literature 18 16

.

21 13
Inadequate
vocabulary 26 22 29 28

Inability to
understand
meaning of
words in.

.

context . 18 20 12 15
Other _.----7 7 4 9



TABLE 49

(continued)

SPRING 1976, POST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

PROBLEMS IN READING AND WRITING

- Hi h School Exp. High School Cont.
n sh**

College Exp.
n* %**

College
n*

Cont.
n* sh**

%**

Self-description
of major

.

writing problems 605 303 142 66
Insufficient
ideas 13 . 16 15' 9

Inability to
organize 20 26 23 29

Committent Of
.gross errors
in grammar 20 19 23 17

Inadeqpate
knowledge of I

punctuation
.

-and mechanics 15 12 13 17
Inability to
spell 13 13 8 8

Poor diction
and vocabulary 15 12 11 17

Other 4 3 6 4
.

*This column reports the number of students who responded to each item. In the
high school experimental group, 394 students answered the questionnaire. In the
high school control group, 225 answered the questionnaire. In the college
experimental group, 98 answered the questi,nnaire. In the college control
group, 32 students answered the questionnaire. If the number of students in a
group who responded to a given item is smaller than the group total, it indicates
that some students did not respond to the given item. If the number of students
in a group who responded to a given item is larger than the group total, it
indicates that somestudents chose more than one answer for the given item.

**Percentages may not equal 100% because of rounding off to the nearest percent.

N.B. The spring semester student questionnaires were pre and post paired.
The data were then hand-tabulated...The.small

differences in numbers
between some pre and post cells are attributable to human error in counting
large numbers many times.
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TABLE 50

A Comparison Between Student First Essay Problems
and Student Fourth Essay Problems

as Reported by-High School Teachers
Fall 1975

Ideas

First Essay

Organization

First Essay

Sentence Structure

First Essay

nao,

Pass

Fail

%Pass

Pass

Fail

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

127 28

54 2s

2
8.24, p < .01

Fourth Essay.

Pass Fail

100 21

89 27

2
= 42.04, p < .001

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

124 12

.. 70 31

Wording

2
= 41.02, p < .001

Fourth hssay

Pass Fail

Pass 95 22

First Essay

Fail 62 58

2
. 19.05, p < .001
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TABLE 50
(Continued)

A Comparison Between Student First Essay Problems
and Student Fourth Essay Problems

as Reported by High School Teachers
Fall 1975

Punctuation

First Essay

Run7.0n Sentences

First Essay

Sentence Fragments

First Essay

Pass

Pass

Fail

Pass

Fail

Incorrect Principal Parts
of Verb

Pass
First Essay

Fail

FoUrth EsSay:

Pass Fail

63 27

44 103

2
= 4.07, p < .05

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

120 21

62 34

12
= 2 .25, p <.001

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail
,

144 17

. 52 24

2
= 17.75, p < .001

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

169 . 26

28 14

2
= .07, N.S.
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TABLE 50 -

(Continued)

A Comparison Between Student First Essay Problems
and Student Fourth Essay Problems

as Reported by High School Teachers
. Fall 1975

Lack of. Subject-Verb
AgreeKent

First Essay

Incorrect Case
of Pronoua

First Essay

Pass

Fail

Pass

Fail

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

150 17

45 25

2
= 12.65, p < .001

Fourth Essay

Pas

176

Fail

38 15

2
= 19.57, p <.001

^

Legend: All blocks of four cells in this table are read as follows, using
the first block as an example: in the.category of "ideas" 127
.students were reported to have had no problems in both the first
and fourth essays (pass-pass) ;:28 students were reported to have
had problems in both the first and fourth essays (fail-fail); 28
students were reported to have had no problems in the first essa7
but to have had'problems in the fourth essay (pass-fail); 54
students were reported to have had problems in the first essay
but to have had no problems in the fourth essay (faiIpass).
chi-square test was performed upon the pass-fail vs. fail-pass
cells.

Note: Discrepencies in numbers reported in this table and in Table 18,
Part IV, are attributable to differences in tabulation-systems. All
differences, however, are slight.
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Ideas

TABLE 51

'A CoMparison Between Student'First Essay PrOblems-
and.Student Fourth.Essay Problems

as Reported by Bigh,School Teachers
Spring 1976

Pass
First Essay

Fail

Organization

Pass
First Essay

Sentence Structure

Wording

First Essay

First Essay

Fail

Pass

Fail

Pass

Fail

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

150 17
, . ..

89 34

xj
2
= 48.91, p <.001

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

125 10

130 25

2
= 102.86, p< .061

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

aoo 23

126 41

2
2! =71.20, p <.001

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

92 27

110
,

61

7.2 =50.28 p < .001
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ALB, 51
(Continued)

A Comparison Between Student First Essay Problems
and Student'Fourth-Essay Problems

as Reported by High School-Teachers
Spillg 1976

Punctuation
_

First Essay

Bun-On Sentences

First Essay.

Sentence Fragments

First Essay

Fourth Lssay

Pass

Pass- 39

Fail

Fail

28

69 154

= 17.33, p < .001

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

Pass 166'

Fail

Pass

Fail

- 20

86 18

,a2
= 41.09 p < .001

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

172. 18

85 15

2
= 43.58, p < .001

Incorrect Principal Parts Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

of Verb

Pass I 190 15
First Essay

Fail 72 13

= 37.34, pC .001
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TABLE 51

(Continued)

A Comparison Between Student,First Essay Problems

and Student Fourth Ebiarlorehlefts
as Reported by High School Teachers

Spring 1976

Lack of Subject-Verb
Agreement

Pass
First Essay'

Fail

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

183 '''.''''.

..,

14

62 31

. 30.32, pc.oca

Incorrect Case
Of Pronoun

Pass
First Essay

Fail

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

208 10

48 . 24

z2
.24.90, p < .001

Legend: All blocks of four cells in this table are read as follows, using
the first block as an example: in the category of "ideas" 150
students were reported to .have had no problems in both the first
and fourth essays (pass-pasS); 34 students were reported.to have
had problems in both the first'and fourth essays (fail-fail); 17
students were reported to have had no problems in the first essay
but to'have had prOblems in the fourth essay (pass-fail); 89
students were reported to have had problems in-the first essay
but to have had no problems in the fourth essay (fail-pass). A
chi-square test was performed upon the pass-fail vs. fail-pass
cells.

Note: Within any-problem category, the total number of students who are
reported to have failed the first essay (i.e., those who failed the first
essay and passed the fourth essay added to those who failed the first essay
and failed the fourth essay) equals the'number of students who had problems
in the first essay, as-reported in Table 20, Part IV. Similarly, within any
problem category, the total number of students who are reported to have failed
the fourth essay (i.e., those who passed the first essay and failed the fourth
essaradded to those who failed the first essay and failed the fourth esSay)
,equals the number of students who had problems in the fourth essay as reported
in Table 20, Part IV.
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TABLE 52

A Comparison Between Student First Essay Problems
and Student Fourth 'Essay Problems
as Reported by College Teachers

Fall 1975

Pass
First Essay

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

75 15

Fail 29 13

= 4.45, p <-05

Organization

First Essay

Sentence Structure

First Essay

Pass

Fail

Pass

Fail

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

= 33.88, p < .001

. Fourth'EssaT

Pass

66

Fail

9

36 2 t

= 16.20, r < .001

Wording Fourth Essay

Fail

Pass
First Essay

Fail

37 17

33 45

Z2 = 5.12, p <-05
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TABLE 52

(Continued)

A Comparison Between Student First Essay Problems
and Student'Fourth Essay Problems
as Reported by Collepe.Toachers

Fall 1975

Punctuation Fourth Essay

First Essay

Run-On Sentences

First Essay

SentencRIEEnoAs

Fjr.st Essay

Pass

Fail

Pass Fail

35 7

34 56

= 17.78, p < .001

Fourth T.issay

Pass. Fail

Pass 89 1 19.

Fail 17 7

Pass

Fail

Incorrect Principal Parts
of Verb

First Essay

2
X. =0.11, N.S.

Pass ...

Fourth Ewmy

Fail

90 11

F-25 I 6

i

= 5.44, P <.05

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

89 20

Fail 22

x2
= 0,10, IsT,S,
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TABLE 52

(Continued)

.A Comparison Between'Student First-Essay Problems
and Student.Fourth'Essay Problems
as Reported by College Teachers

Fall 1975

'Lack of Subject-Verb
Agreem-eflt

First Essay

Incorrect Case
of Pronoun

First Essay

Fail

Pass

Fail

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

94 10

24 4

2
y = 5.76, p < .05

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

106 2

24 0

x2
= 18.62, p < .001

Legend: All blockf of four cells in this table are read as follows, using
the first block as an example: in the category of "ideas" 75'
students were reported to have had no problems in both the first
and fourth essays(pass-pass)

; 13 students were reported to have
had problems in both the first and fourth essays (fail-fail); 15
students were reported to have had no problems in the first essay
but to have had problems in the fourth essay (pass-fail); 29
students were reported to have had problems in the first essay
but to have had no problems in the fourth essay (fail-pass). A
chi-square test was performed upon the pass-fail vs. fail-pass
cells.

Note: Discrepencies in numbers reported in this table and in Table 21,
Part IV, are attributable to differences in tabulation systems. All
differences, however, are slight.
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TABLE 53

.A Comparison Between Student First Essay Problems
and Student Fourth Essay Problems
as Reported by College Teachers

Spring 1976

Ideas Fourth Essay

Pass
First Essay

Fail

Organization

Pass
First Essay

Fail

Pass Fail

_55 7

22 17

2
= 7.76, p < .01,

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

39 1

47 14

9(.2 = 44.08, p < .001

Sentence Structure Fourth Essay

Wording

First Essay

First Essay

Pass

Fail

Pass

Fail

Pass

29

Fail

4

31 37

= 20.83, p<.001

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

22 1

31 47

X2
=28.13, p < .001
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TABLE 53
(Continued)

A Comparison Between Student First Essay Problexic--
..and Student Fourth EssaT,Problems

.as Reported by Collega Teachers
Spring 1976

Punctuation Fourth Essay

Pass
First Essay

Fail

Run-On Sentences

Pass
First Essay

Fail

Sentence Fragments

Pass
First Essay

Fail

Incorrect Principal Parts
oi Verb

Pass
First Essay

Fail

Pass Fail .

18 4

31 48

x.2 . 20.83, p < .001

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

43 11

30 17

2
8.80, p <:.01

Fourth EsSay

Pass Fail'

36 5

35 25

2
= 22.50, p < .001

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

8

26 16

=
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TABLE.53
(Continued)

A Comparison:Between Student First Essay Problems
and Student Fourth Essay Problems
as Reported by.Ccllege Teachers

Spring L976

Lack .of Subject-Verb

Agreement

Pass
First Essay

Incorrect Case
of Pronolin

First Essay

Fail

Pass

Fail

Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

32 7

27 35

2

= 11,76, p < .001

. Fourth Essay

Pass Fail

66 2

29 4

2

Z =23.52, p <.001

Legend: All blocks of four cells in this table are read as follows, using
the first block as an example: in the category of "ideas" 55
students were reported to have had no problems in both the first
and fourth essays (pass-pass); 17 studente were reported to have
had problems in both.the first and fourth essays(fail-fail); 7
students were reported to have had no problems in the first essay
but to have had problems in the fourth essay (pass-fail);'22
students were reported to have had problems in the first essay
but to have had no problems in the fourth essay (fail-pass). A
chi-square test was performed upon the. pass-fail vs fail-pass
cells.

Note: Within any problem category, the total number of students who are
reported to have failed the first essay (i.e., those who failed the first
essay and passed the fourth essay added to those who failed the first essay
and failed the fourth essay) equals the number of students who had problems
in the firzt essay, as reported in Table 22, Part IV. Similarly, within any
problem catwory, the total number of students whcrare reported to have failed
the fourth eesay (i.e., those who passed the first essay and failed the fourth
essay addc- fc those who failed the,first essay and failed the fourth esiay)
equals the Iliaber of students who had problems in the fourth essay as reported
in Table 22, Part IV.
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FIGURE 5
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FIGURE 6

NUMBER OF ESSAYS WITH GROSS ERRORS AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
High School Experimental Students, Spring 1976
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FIGURE 7

NUMBER OF ESSAYS WITH ERRORS IN MAJOR ELEMENTS OF WRITING
AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
College Experimental Students, Spring 1976
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FIGURE 8

NUMBER OF ESSAYS WITH GROSS ERRORS AS REPORTED BY TEACHERS
College Experimental Students, Spring 1976
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%

1
3
0
%

.
.

1
2
2

1
2
%

2
2
1

9
%

W
R
I
T
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

.
S
t
u
d
y
 
a
n
d
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
 
t
h
e
 
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
 
p
a
r
t
s

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h

e
x
p
o
s
i
t
o
r
y
 
e
s
s
a
y

2
.

W
r
i
t
e
 
t
o
p
i
c
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
c
o
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
k
e
y

i
d
e
a
s
 
f
o
r
 
"
b
o
d
y
"
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s

.

3
.

W
r
i
t
e
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
i
n
g
-
d
e
t
a
i
l
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
.

f
o
r
 
"
b
o
d
y
"
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s

"

2
2

1
3
%

1
3
5
%

.

o
1

1
7

1
8
%

4
3
0
%

[ i

1
1
6
5
%

1
9

1
7
%

3
3
5
%
'

I
.

*
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
s
i
z
e
 
(
n
)
 
a
n
d
 
m
e
a
n
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
 
(
P
)



T
A

B
L

E
 6

2

A
 
S
u
m
m
a
r
y
 
o
f
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
t
o
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
,
 
T
A
P
 
#
2
B

F
a
l
l
 
1
9
7
5

.
R
E
A
D
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

1
.

E
m
p
l
o
y
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
l
y
.
l
e
a
r
n
e
d
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
 
t
o
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
 
t
o
p
i
c

s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s

2
.

I
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
 
k
e
y
 
m
e
a
n
i
n
g
s
 
o
f
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s

i
n
 
o
r
d
e
r
 
t
o
 
i
n
f
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
m
a
i
n
 
i
d
e
a
 
o
f

a
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h

3
.

R
e
a
r
r
a
n
g
e
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
 
o
r
d
e
r
 
i
n

p
a
i
l
g
r
a
p
h
s
 
t
o
 
O
b
s
e
r
v
e
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
 
w
r
i
t
i
n
g
 
a
n
d

c
o
m
p
r
h
e
n
s
i
o
i
:
 
i
n
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
T
i
m
e
 
S
p
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
C
l
a
s
s
 
o
n
 
O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

n
o
 
t
i
m
e
 
s
p
e
n
t
'
1
%
-
2
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

3
0
%
-
5
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

6
0
%
-
1
0
0
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

n
*

n
*

P
*

n
*

P
*

n
*

p
*

2
2

1
0
%

.

2
1

1
4
%

1
3
0
%

1
0

1
2

1
0
%

W
R
I
T
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

1
.

U
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
 
t
h
o
'
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
a
d
e
r
 
o
f

p
l
a
c
i
n
g
 
t
o
p
i
c
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
i
n
 
v
a
r
i
o
u
s

'
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
,
 
a
n
d
 
a
p
p
l
y

t
h
i
s
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
w
r
i
t
i
n
g
 
t
o
p
i
c

s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
i
t
i
a
l
 
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

2
.

A
n
a
l
y
z
e
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
i
n
g
-
d
e
t
a
i
l
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
'
i
n

s
a
m
p
l
e
 
"
b
o
d
y
"
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s
 
t
o
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d

t
h
e
 
u
s
e
 
o
f
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
d
e
t
a
i
l
s
 
f
o
r
 
t
o
p
i
c

s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t

3
.

w
r
i
t
e
 
t
r
a
n
s
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
w
o
r
d
s
 
t
o
 
l
i
n
k
 
i
d
e
a
s

i
n
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
"
.
b
o
d
y
"
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s

-
,
.
.

4
.

W
r
i
t
e
 
a
 
f
o
u
r
-
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
 
e
x
p
o
s
i
t
o
r
y
 
e
s
s
a
y

d
r
a
w
i
n
g
 
u
p
o
n
 
a
l
l
 
w
r
i
t
i
n
g
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
 
l
e
a
r
n
e
d

s
o
 
f
a
r

3
1
9

1
2
%

1
8

2
0
%

4
3
3
%

1
8

1
3
%

4
3
5
%

6
1
0

1
9
%

6
4
0
%

N
o
t
e
s
:
.

A
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
o
f
 
2
3
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
u
s
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
.

O
n
l
y
 
2
2
 
S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
h
e
r
e
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
1
 
o
f

t
h
e
 
S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
 
w
a
s
 
f
i
l
l
e
d
 
i
n
 
w
i
t
h
o
u
t
 
a
t
t
e
n
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
g
i
v
e
n
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

o
r
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
e
s
.

2
.

O
n
e
 
S
e
1
D
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
i
s
 
T
A
P
 
i
s
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
h
e
r
e
 
a
s
 
a
 
p
r
o
-
r
a
t
e
d
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

o
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
g
a
v
e

p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
o
t
a
l
e
d
 
m
o
i
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
1
0
0
%
.

*
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
s
i
z
e
 
(
n
)
 
a
n
d
 
m
e
a
n
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t

(
i
'
)



T
A
B
L
E
 
6
3

A
 
S
u
m
m
a
r
y
 
o
f
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
t
o
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
,
 
T
A
P
 
#
3
A

F
a
l
l
 
1
9
7
5

R
E
A
D
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

1
.

N
o
t
e
 
k
e
y
 
w
o
r
d
s
 
t
o
 
d
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
 
c
o
r
e

m
e
a
n
i
n
g
s
 
o
f
 
c
o
m
p
l
i
c
a
t
e
d
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s

2
.

d
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
c
o
m
p
t
e
h
e
n
s
i
o
n

o
f
 
c
o
m
p
l
i
c
a
t
e
d
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
b
y
 
n
o
t
i
n
g

e
s
s
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e

.

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
.
e
 
o
f
 
T
i
m
e
 
S
p
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
C
l
a
s
s
 
o
n
 
O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

n
o
 
t
i
m
e
 
s
p
e
n
t

1
%
-
2
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

3
0
%
-
5
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

6
0
%
-
1
0
0
%

o
f
 
t
i
m
e

-
n
*

n
 
k

P
*

_
n
 
*

.

2
2

1
3
%

2
0

1
6
%

2
3
5
%

W
R
I
T
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

1
.

N
b
t
e
 
r
m
r
e
 
m
e
a
n
i
n
g
s
 
i
n
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
t
o

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
e
d
 
t
o
 
w
r
i
t
e

c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s

.

2
.

a
p
p
l
y
 
t
h
e
 
"
t
h
r
e
e
-
s
t
e
p
 
t
e
s
t
 
o

s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
n
e
s
s
"
 
t
o

p
r
o
o
f
r
e
a
d
 
f
o
r
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
 
f
r
a
g
m
e
n
t
s

.
c
o
r
r
e
c
t
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
 
f
r
a
g
m
e
n
t
s
 
b
y
 
r
e
-

w
r
i
t
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
f
o
r
m
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s

-

1
2
1

1
5
%

.

9
2
1
%

1
2

3
5
%

1
6
0
%

-
2

9
1
9
%

1
1

3
4
%

N
o
t
e
s
:

l
.

A
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
o
f
 
2
3
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
u
s
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
.

O
n
l
y
 
2
2
 
S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
h
e
r
e
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
1
 
o
f

t
h
e
 
S
e
l
f
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
 
w
a
s
.
f
i
l
l
e
d
 
i
n
 
w
i
t
h
o
u
t
 
a
t
t
e
n
t
i
o
n
,
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
g
i
v
e
n
 
o
b
j
e
a
l
t
i
v
e
s
 
o
r
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
i
e
s
.

2
.

T
w
o
 
S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
i
s
 
T
A
P
 
a
r
e
 
i
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
h
e
r
e
 
a
s
 
p
r
o
-
r
a
t
e
d
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
s
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
t
w
o
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
g
a
v
e

p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
o
t
a
l
e
d
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
1
0
0
%
.

*
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
s
i
z
e

(
n
)
 
a
n
d
 
m
e
a
n
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
 
(
P
)



A
B
L
E
 
6
4

A
 
S
u
m
m
a
r
y
 
o
f
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
t
o
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
,
-
T
A
P
 
#
3
B

F
a
l
l
 
1
9
7
5

.

A
A
D
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

-

.
P
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
l
y
 
a
c
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
s
k
i
l
l
s

i
n
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
w
r
i
t
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
f
i
n
d
 
c
o
r
e

m
e
a
n
i
n
g
s
 
o
f
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s

.
D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
 
t
h
a
t
 
s
o
m
e
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
 
c
o
r
e
s

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
 
c
o
m
p
o
u
n
d
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
s
 
a
n
d
/
o
r

c
o
m
p
o
u
n
d
 
v
e
r
b
s

.
N
o
t
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
s
o
m
e
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
c
o
n
t
a
i
n

t
w
o
 
c
o
r
e
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
 
c
o
n
n
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
w
o
r
d

t
o
.
s
h
o
w
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p

.
E
x
p
l
i
c
a
t
e
 
t
h
e
 
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
 
o
f
 
u
n
d
e
r
-

s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
 
s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
s

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
T
i
m
e
 
S
p
e
n
t

: i
n
 
C
l
a
s
s
 
o
n
 
O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

3
0
%
-
5
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

6
0
%
-
1
0
0
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

n
o
 
t
i
m
e
 
s
p
e
n
t

1
%
-
2
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

_
n
*

4
1
9

1
0
%

.

1
2
2

1
2
%

1
2
2

1
2
%

5
1
8

9
%

W
R
I
T
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

.
N
o
t
e
 
c
o
r
e
 
m
e
a
n
i
n
g
s
 
i
n
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
t
o

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
d
i
s
t
i
n
c
t
i
o
n
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

c
o
m
p
o
u
n
d
i
n
g
 
v
e
r
b
s
 
o
r
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
s
 
a
n
d

w
r
i
t
i
n
g
 
r
u
n
-
t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s

2
.

A
p
p
l
y
 
t
h
e
 
"
t
h
r
e
e
-
s
t
e
p
 
t
e
s
t
 
o
f

s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
n
e
s
s
"
 
t
o
 
p
r
o
o
f
r
e
a
d

f
o
r
 
r
u
n
-
t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s

3
.

c
o
r
r
e
c
t
 
r
u
n
-
t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
w
i
t
h

p
u
n
c
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
r
 
c
o
n
j
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
s

l
.

2
1

1
3
%

3
0
%

-

1
5

2
0
%

8
3
4
%

1
1
5

1
8
%

7
3
6
%

N
o
t
e
:

r
o
u
r
 
S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
i
s
 
T
A
P
 
a
r
e
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
h
e
r
e
 
a
s
 
p
r
o
-
r
a
t
e
d
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
s
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
t
w
o
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
g
a
v
e

p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
o
t
a
l
e
d
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
l
i
a
n
 
1
0
0
%
.

*
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
s
i
z
e
 
(
n
)
 
a
n
d
 
m
e
a
n
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
 
(
P
)



a
t

?
A
B
L
E
 
6
5

A
 
S
u
m
a
r
y
 
o
f
 
R
e
S
p
o
n
s
e
s
'
t
o
'
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
-
S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
,
 
T
A
P
 
#
4
A

F
a
l
l
q
9
7
5

'

R
E
A
D
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

.
R
e
a
d
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s
 
t
o
 
n
o
t
e
 
t
h
e

k
i
n
d
 
o
f
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
 
i
n
 
e
a
c
h

.
N
O
t
e
 
c
l
u
e
 
w
o
r
d
s
 
t
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r
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c
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c
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c
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i
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
w
o
r
d
s
 
t
o
 
l
i
n
k

i
d
e
a
s
 
i
n
 
s
a
m
p
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i
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i
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e
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p
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c
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p
h

3
.

V
i
s
u
a
l
i
z
e
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
t
t
e
r
n
 
o
f
 
e
a
c
h
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h

b
y
 
e
n
t
e
r
i
n
g
 
k
e
y
 
w
o
r
d
s
 
d
n
 
a
 
c
h
a
r
t
 
t
o

s
h
o
w
 
i
t
s
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
T
i
m
e
 
S
p
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
C
l
a
s
s
 
o
n
 
O
b
'
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

6
0
%
-
1
0
0
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

n
o
 
t
i
m
e
 
s
p
e
n
t

1
%
-
2
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

3
0
%
-
5
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

n
*

n
*

-
1
3
*

n
*

1
3
*

2
3

1
4
%

3
0
%

2
4

1
3
%

2
3
0
%

2
5

1
4
%

1

W
R
I
T
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

1
.

S
t
u
d
y
 
a
n
d
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
 
p
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
 
i
n

t
h
e
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
 
e
x
p
o
s
i
t
o
r
y

e
s
s
a
y

2
.

N
o
t
e
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
i
n
g
 
d
e
t
a
i
l
s
 
u
s
e
d
 
t
o

o
r
g
a
n
i
z
e
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
"
b
o
d
y
"
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s

3
.

S
t
u
d
y
 
a
n
d
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
 
p
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
 
o
f
 
s
a
m
p
l
e

i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
t
o
r
y
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s

4
.

W
r
i
t
e
 
i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
t
o
r
y
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g

p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
 
g
i
v
e
n

"
b
o
d
y
"
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s

3
2
3

1
4
%

1
2
4

1
1
%

1
3
0
%

2
1

1
5
%

5
3
0
%

7
1
5

1
9
%

4
3
3
%
'

N
o
t
e
s
:

1
.

O
f
 
t
h
e
 
2
7
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
w
h
o
 
u
s
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
,
 
2
6
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
 
t
h
i
s
 
T
A
P
.
'

2
.

T
h
i
s
 
T
A
P
 
i
s
 
a
 
c
o
m
b
i
n
e
d
 
v
e
r
s
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
T
A
P
s
 
4
A
 
a
n
d
 
4
B
 
u
s
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
l
l
 
s
e
m
e
s
t
e
r
.

*
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c
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A
 
S
u
m
m
a
r
y
 
o
f
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
t
o
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r

S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
,
 
T
A
P
 
#
5

;
1
1
S
p
r
i
n
g
,
1
9
7
6

R
E
A
D
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

1
.

E
v
o
l
v
e
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
a
n
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
"
h
o
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
"
-

b
y
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
n
a
m
e
c
o
m
m
o
n
 
t
o

s
e
v
e
r
a
l
 
d
i
s
s
i
m
i
l
a
r
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
s

2
.

E
x
a
m
i
n
e
 
a
 
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
a
r
y
 
e
n
t
r
y
 
t
o

n
o
t
e

-
-
 
m
u
l
t
i
p
l
e
 
m
e
a
n
i
n
g
s
 
o
f
 
a
 
c
o
m
m
o
n
l
y

u
s
e
d
 
h
o
m
o
g
r
a
p
h

3
.

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
f
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

c
o
n
t
e
x
t

i
n
 
d
e
l
i
m
i
t
i
n
g
 
w
o
r
d
 
m
e
a
n
i
n
g

.

.

4
.

U
s
e
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
 
c
o
n
t
e
x
t
 
t
o
 
s
e
l
e
c
t

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
g
l
o
s
s
a
r
y
 
m
e
a
n
i
n
g
s
 
f
o
r

h
o
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
s
 
i
n
 
a
n
 
e
s
s
a
y

L
.

P
e
r
t
:
t
.
b
n
t
2
9
2
.
t
a
f

.
.
.
.

n
o
 
t
i
m
e
 
s
p
e
n
t

.

T
i
m
e
 
S
p
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
C
l
a
s
s
 
o
n
 
O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

1
%
-
2
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

3
0
%
-
5
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

6
0
%
-
1
0
0
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

.

n
*

n
*

F
*

_
n
*

P
o
t

n
*

P
*

=
:
;

1
9

1
0
%

6
.
.
.

5 5

1
9

8
%

1
9

1
1
%

1
3
0
%

.

1
9

1
6
1

1
3
5
%

W
R
I
T
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

1
.

U
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
 
f
r
o
m
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
 
c
o
n
t
e
x
t

w
h
e
t
h
e
r
 
a
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
s

a
s
i
n
g
u
l
a
r
 
o
r
 
p
l
u
r
a
l
 
v
e
r
b

2
.

N
o
t
e
 
t
h
e
 
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
s
.
t
h
a
t

a
l
w
a
y
s
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
 
S
i
n
g
u
l
a
r
 
v
e
r
b
s
 
a
n
d

t
h
o
s
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
l
w
a
y
s
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
 
p
l
u
r
a
l
 
v
e
r
b
s

3
.

W
r
i
t
e
 
a
 
"
b
o
d
y
"
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
 
u
s
i
n
g

c
o
r
r
e
c
t
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
-
v
e
r
b
 
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 
a
n
d

d
r
a
w
i
n
g
 
u
p
o
n
 
a
l
l
 
w
r
i
t
i
n
g
a
k
i
l
l
s

l
e
a
r
n
e
d
 
s
o
 
f
a
r

1
8

.
1
8
%

5
4
2
%

.

2
6
8
%

1

-

1
7

1
9
%

7
3
8
%

,

1
0

1
2

1
7
%

3
3
3
%

N
o
t
e
:

O
f
 
t
h
e
 
2
7
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
w
h
o
 
u
s
e
d
 
t
h
e

c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
,
 
2
5
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
 
t
h
i
s

T
A
P
.

*
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m
p
l
e
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i
i
e
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n
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n
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m
e
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S
u
m
m
a
r
y
 
o
f
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
t
o
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
,
 
T
A
P
 
#
6

S
p
r
i
n
g
 
1
9
7
6

4

R
E
A
D
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

1
.

R
e
v
i
e
w
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
w
o
r
d

"
t
i
m
e
"
 
a
n
d
 
n
o
t
e
 
i
t
s
 
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
a
r
y

d
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
s

2
.

S
t
u
d
y
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
i
n
 
"
b
o
d
y
"
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s

'
t
o
 
d
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
w
o
r
d
s
 
u
s
e
d
 
t
o
 
d
e
n
o
t
e

t
i
m
e

3
.

C
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
 
a
 
c
h
a
r
t
 
c
l
a
s
s
i
f
y
i
n
g
 
w
o
r
d
s

a
s
 
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
i
n
g
 
p
a
s
t
,
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 
o
r
 
f
u
t
u
r
e

t
i
m
e

4
.

N
o
t
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
i
m
e
 
w
o
r
d
s
 
a
r
e
 
e
s
s
e
n
t
i
a
l

t
o
 
e
v
e
r
y
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
T
i
m
e
 
S
p
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
C
l
a
s
s
 
o
n

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

6
0
%
-
1
0
0
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

n
o
 
t
i
m
e
 
s
p
e
n
t

1
%
-
2
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

3
0
%
-
5
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

n
*

n
*

_ P
*

n
1

*
P

n
*

T
3
*

3
2
2

9
%

1
2
4

1
6
%

2
2
3

1
4
%

5
:

.

2
0

1
0
%

W
R
I
T
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

1
.

I
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
 
p
a
s
t
,
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
f
u
t
u
r
e

t
e
n
s
e
s
 
i
n
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
s
e
n
t
e
n
c
e
s
 
t
a
k
e
n

f
r
o
M
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
l
e
s
s
o
n

2
.

I
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
 
t
h
e
 
n
i
n
c
,
f
f
l
a
j
o
r
 
a
c
t
i
v
e
 
t
e
n
s
e
s

3
.

D
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
 
t
h
e
 
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
u
s
e
 
t
h
e

p
r
i
n
c
i
p
a
l
 
p
a
r
t
s
 
o
f
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
r
e
g
u
l
a
r

a
n
d
 
i
r
r
e
g
u
l
a
r
 
v
e
r
b
s
,
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
l
y

n
o
t
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
d
i
f
.
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
t
h
e

s
i
m
p
l
e
 
p
a
s
t
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
s
t
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
l
e

v
e
r
b
 
f
o
r
m
s

1
2
3

1
7
%

1
3
0
%

3
1
8

1
4
%

4
3
5
%

2
1

1
B
%

4
4
5
%

,

N
o
t
e
s
:

1
.

O
f
 
t
h
e
'
2
7
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
w
h
o
 
u
s
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
,

2
5
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
 
t
h
i
s
 
T
A
P
.

2
.

T
h
i
s
 
T
A
P
 
i
s
 
a
 
c
o
m
b
i
r
e
d
 
v
e
r
s
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
T
A
P
s
 
6
A
 
a
n
d
 
.
6
B

u
s
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
l
l
 
s
e
m
e
s
t
e
r
.

*
S
a
m
p
l
e
 
s
i
z
e
 
(
n
)
 
a
n
e
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1

A
 
S
u
m
m
a
r
y
 
o
f
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
t
o
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
S
e
l
f
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
,
 
T
A
P
 
#
7

S
p
r
i
n
g
 
1
9
7
6

R
E
A
D
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

.
R
e
a
d
 
i
n
t
r
o
d
u
c
t
o
r
y
 
a
n
d
 
"
b
o
d
y
"

p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s
 
a
n
d
 
n
o
t
e
 
p
r
o
n
o
u
n
s
 
t
o

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
v
i
e
w
 
i
n
 
e
a
c
h

p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h

.
N
o
t
e
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 
o
f
 
p
o
i
n
t
 
o
f
 
v
i
e
w

o
n
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
a
d
e
r

.
S
e
l
e
c
t
 
"
b
o
d
y
"
 
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
s
 
w
i
t
h

c
o
n
g
r
u
e
n
t
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
v
i
e
w
 
f
o
r

i
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n
 
i
n
 
a
 
u
n
i
f
i
e
d
 
f
o
u
r
-

p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
 
e
s
s
a
y

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
T
i
m
e
 
S
p
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
C
l
a
s
s
 
o
n
 
O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

n
o
-
t
i
m
e
 
s
p
e
n
t

1
%
-
2
9
%
 
o
f
.
t
i
m
e

3
0
4
-
5
9
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

6
0
%
-
1
0
0
%
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e

n
*

n
*

-
-

n
*

1
1
6

1
8
%

5
3
9
%

.
. e

2
2
0

.

1
2
%

5
1
7

1
4
%

.

'

W
R
I
T
I
N
G
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
I
V
E
S

.
N
o
t
e
 
p
r
o
n
o
u
n
 
f
o
r
m
s
 
t
o
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
'
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
a
n
d
 
o
b
j
e
c
t

p
r
o
n
o
u
n
s

.

.
U
s
e
 
c
o
r
r
e
C
t
 
p
r
o
n
o
u
n
 
c
a
s
e
 
w
i
t
h
 
s
p
e
c
i
a
l

a
t
t
e
n
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
c
o
m
p
o
u
n
d
,
 
c
o
m
p
a
r
a
t
i
v
e
,

a
n
d
 
r
e
f
l
e
x
i
v
e
 
c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
s

.
W
r
i
t
e
 
a
 
f
o
u
r
-
p
a
r
a
g
r
a
p
h
 
e
x
p
o
s
i
t
o
r
y

e
s
s
a
y
 
u
s
i
n
g
 
c
o
r
r
e
c
t
 
p
r
o
n
o
u
n
 
c
a
s
e
 
a
n
d

d
r
a
w
i
n
g
 
u
p
o
n
 
a
l
l
 
w
r
i
t
i
n
g
 
s
k
i
l
l
s

l
e
a
r
n
e
d
 
s
o
 
f
a
r

1
8

1
8
%

3
3
%

1
7

1
9
%

5
3
2
%

9
1
0

2
0
%

3
4
0
%

.
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e
s
:

1
.

O
f
 
t
h
e
 
2
7
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
w
h
o
 
u
s
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
,
 
2
2
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
 
t
h
i
s
T
A
P
.

2
.

T
h
i
s
 
T
A
P
 
i
s
 
a
 
c
o
m
b
i
n
e
d
 
r
e
v
i
s
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
T
A
P
s
 
7
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a
n
d
 
7
8
 
u
s
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
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f
a
l
l
.
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t
e
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.

*
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R
e
s
p
o
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e
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P
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8
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